AD/A-005  21  9 


ADA00521& 


. f i ^5.  *\ 


«..«^r  «,^??>  *“  s/^ 


**««»  ji}  / 7) 

LEADERSHIP 


MONOGRAPH  SERIE 


CONSOLIDATED 
ARMY  WAR  COLLEGE 
LEADERSHIP  MONOGRAPH 
SERIES  1 - 5 


JANUARY  1975 


LEADERSHIP  FOR  THE  1970s 


STUDIES  OF  LEADERSHIP  FOR  THE  PROFESSIONAL  SOLDIER 


/ 


■"U W*,  « .'ill*/  -i  »-  O- .•*  ' * * \ ffv  .v'1  *-*’  **'  lM#,«  * »'*/  i.  * , Vi  Yt- J * Xt’V  ^ t v,  *r*  V • J*-i»  ^iiVLVV* ,■  ..  * 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


INTRODUCTION 


'PREFACE 


BACKGROUND 


Monograph  1 Demographic  Characteristics  of  US 

Army  Leaders 

Monograph  2 Satisfaction  With  US  Army  Leadership 
Monograph  3 Junior  NCO  Leadership 

Monograph  4 Senior  NCO  Leadership 

Monograph  5 Company  Grade  Officer  Leadership 

ANNEX  A.  Leadership  Behaviors 


\ 


, , fMMUtba  u .Hi*,  j.uwM  AutwiWMmnk  '*»*«**.'  ■-*  *>■•  uom  -.i  g- 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

U.S.  ARMY  ADMINISTRATION  • ENTER 
OFFICE  OF  THE  COMMANDING  GENERAL. 
FORT  BENJAMIN  HARRISON,  INDIANA  462IS 


LEADERSHIP  MONOGRAPH  SERIES 
INTRODUCTION 


The  Army  War  College's  Leadership  Monograph  Series,  which  grew 
out  of  the  Leadership  for  the  1970's  Study  is  presented  in  consolidated 
form.  On  1 September  1974  the  ADMINCEN,  the  Army's  proponent 
for  leadership  doctrine,  assumed  responsibility  for  this  series. 

Present  plans  call  for  the  continuation  of  this  series  on  a quarterly 
basis. 

The  Leadership  Monograph  Series  is  dedicated  to  keeping  Army 
leaders  informed  on  a broad  range  of  pertinent  techniques  of 
leadership  and  management.  The  series  will  also  focus  on  the 
officer  corps  and  seek  to  highlight  the  corps'  real  fiber  as  well  as 
express  its  fundamental  value  system.  Emphasis  will  be  placed  on 
the  individual's  responsibilities  and  obligations  to  the  nation,  the 
corps  and  to  the  individual  soldiers  he  is  priviledged  to  command. 

Monographs  one  through  five  have  been  reprinted  even  though  the 
data  is  five  years  old  because  they  provide  a valid  and  comprehensive 
view  of  leadership  perceptions  which  is  an  important  point  of  depar- 
ture for  the  continuation  of  the  series.  Current  plans  call  for  updating 
the  data  base  on  a periodic  basis. 

Your  comments,  criticisms  and  contributions  which  would  be  beneficial 
in  improving  this  publication  as  well  as  identifying  future  topics  for 
consideration  are  welcome.  Correspondence  should  be  addressed  to 
this  Headquarters,  ATTN:  ATCP-HR-M. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

US  ARMY  WAR  COLLEGE 
CARLISLE  BARRACKS.  PENNSYLVANIA  17013 


US  ARMY  WAR  COLLEGE  LEADERSHIP  MONOGRAPH  SERIES 

PREFACE 


In  1971,  a study  on  "Leadership  for  the  1970's"  was  conducted  by  the 
US  Army  War  College  at  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Staff.  Shortly 
thereafter,  teams  from  the  CONARC  Leadership  Board  visited  Army  posts, 
camps,  and  stations  throughout  the  world,  discussing  professionalism 
and  leadership,  and  gathering  data  which  represents  the  views  of  leaders 
at  all  grade  levels  on  the  subject  of  leadership. 

The  information  collected  by  the  CONARC  leadership  teams  constitutes 
the  largest  data  base  on  A:my  leadership  ever  assembled.  The  US  Army 
War  College,  with  assistance  from  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 
for  Personnel,  has  undertaken  the  task  of  analyzing  this  massive  data 
base. 


The  results  of  these  analyses,  and  related  material,  will  be  published 
as  a continuing  series  of  monographs  over  the  next  several  years.  It  is 
our  hope  that  these  monographs  will  be  of  practical  value  to  those  charged 
with  the  responsibility  for  policies  and  programs  of  leadership  development. 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  views  expressed  in  the  monographs  are  those  of 
the  authors  and  not  necessarily  those  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  the 
Department  of  the  Army,  or  the  US  Army  War  College. 


Major  General,  USA 
Commandant 
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**  Not  To  Promote  War,  But  To  Preserve  Peace  ” 


BACKGROUND  OF  THE  U3  ARMY  WAR  COLLEGE  MONOGRAPH  SERIES 


The  USAWC  Basic  Study. 

In  January  of  1971  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army  directed  the 
US  Army  War  College  to  undertake  a study  of  Army  leadership.  The  major 
findings  were  presented  to  him  on  3 June,  and  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Array  and  the  Array  Policy  Council  on  16  June.  (A  comprehensive  descrip- 
tion of  the  study  was  published  in  Leadership  for  the  1970* s:  USAWC 

Study  of  Leadership  for  the  Professional  Soldier,  20  October  1971.) 

As  the  potential  utility  of  the  study  became  apparent,  close  liaison 
was  established  with  the  CONARC  Leadership  Board,  organized  at  Fort  Bragg 
in  May  1971. 

CONARC  Leadership  Board. 

The  CONARC  Leadership  Board,  organized  at  the  direction  of  the 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army,  and  headed  by  then  Brigadier  General  Henry 
C.  Emerson,  incorporated  the  methodology  and  findings  of  the  AWC  study 
into  its  world-wide  seminar  program.  Xhi3  program  sent  carefully  trained 
leadership  seminar  teams  to  all  Army  installations  (other  than  Vietnam) 
which  had  a population  of  5000  or  more.  As  part  of  this  program, 
leadership  data  were  collected  from  30,735  Army  personnel.  These  data 
form  the  largest  information  base  on  leadership  ever  collected. 

World-wide  Sample. 

Even  a sample  size  much  smaller  than  30,000  would  have  far  surpassed 
the  number  of  respondents  needed  to  provide  valid  representation  of 
various  aspects  of  overall  Army  leadership.  However,  the  great  value  of 
such  a massive  data  base  becomes  apparent  when  it  permits  focusing  on 
specific  sub-groups  within  the  Avray.  For  example,  we  can  study  the 
leadership  ideas  of  Artillery  majors,  or  non-white  Infantry  captains, 
or  subordinates  of  non«white  majors,  and  have  confidence  in  the  statis- 
tical indicators  resulting  from  the  analysis. 

Use  to  Date. 

The  data  from  the  world-wide  survey  were  summarized  for  each  major 
cctmiand,  and  the  findings  were  provided  directly  to  the  major  commanders. 
Many  commanders  found  the  data  from  their  coimand  of  considerable  value. 
For  example,  the  82nd  Airborne  Division  has  used  this  information  as  the 
basis  for  a comprehensive,  continuing  program  of  leadership  training  and 
action.  The  US  Military  Academy  has  included  the  original  study  as  an 
integral  part  of  the.'r  leadership  instruction,  and  the  US  Army  Infantry 
School  has  incorporated  both  methodology  and  substantive  findings  in 
portions  of  its  curriculum.  Selected  Coamand  Sergeants  Major,  assembled 
at  Fort  Bliss  in  1972  to  help  construct  the  new  curriculum  for  the 
Sergeants  Major  Academy,  made  extensive  use  of  the  findings  in  designing 
leadership  instruction  for  potential  Sergeants  Major. 


Data  Base  Potential. 


While  both  the  War  College  initial  study  and  certain  portions  of 
the  world-wide  data  collection  effort  already  have  been  put  to  practical 
use,  the  unique  and  potentially  rich  resource  represented  by  the  nearly 
30,000  responses  has  not  been  tapped  as  an  entity  to  disclose  trends  and 
characteristics  of  sub-groups  such  as  those  previously  mentioned.  The 
current  Army  War  College  Leadership  Monograph  Series  is  the  first  effort 
to  analyze  this  wide  data  base  in  depth  and  to  report  on  pertinent 
findings. 

Leadership  in  Pei  spec tive. 

These  Leadership  Monographs  are  designed  to  provide  practical  infor- 
mation to  school  faculty  members,  individual  oi fivers.  and  students  of 
leadership  concepts  and  methods.  The  ultimate  objective  of  the  monographs 
is  to  contribute  to  the  combat  effectiveness  of  the  Army  by  continued 
improvement  of  individual  leadership  and  the  leadership  climate  in  which 
operations  and  training  take  place.  it  is  recognized  throughout  this 
discussion  that  leadership  remains  an  inexact,  personality-oriented, 
situat ional ly-dependent  function;  and  that  leadership  is  but  one  of  the 
kev  elements  which  determine  organizational  effectiveness.  But  in  this 
era  of  rapid  change,  both  within  the  US  Amy  and  throughout  other  people- 
oriented  institutions  in  American  society,  insight  into  the  various 
aspects  of  leadership  seems  to  be  particularly  relevant  to  the  many 
problems  at  hand.  For  Army  officers,  consul  ssioned  or  non-contnissioned, 
leadership  is  our  profession  and  demands  continued  stuav  and  development, 

Theore rival  Concept  of  the  Original  Study . 

The  original  Army  Wat  College  study,  Leadership  for  the  1970's, 
focused  on  the  idea  of  reciprocity  as  expressed  through  the  concept  of 
an  i n f orma 1 contract  which  exists  between  the  individual  and  the  organi- 
zation. This  monograph  series  retains  the  same  focus.  However,  the 
application  of  the  concept  of  informal  contract  has  beer  sharpened  in 
each  case  to  pinpoint  that  portion  of  the  "contract"  that  involves  the 
individual  leader,  his  superior,  and  his  subordinates.  The  basic  idaa 
is  that  the  individual  deader  at  any  level  in  the  organization  expects 
certain  behavior  from  hi"-  . .peri or,  rrom  his  'subordinates,  and  from 
himself.  Also,  both  hi:  superior  and  hi"  subordinates  expect  certain 
behavior  from  him.  It  appears  that  only  when  these  expectations--the 
"terms"  of  the  informal  contract- -are  known  and  met  tha-"  true  leadership 
ran  take  | 1 ace . 

The  degree  to  which  the  informal  contract  is  fulfilled  both  upward 
and  downward  throughout  the  hierarchy  of  the  organization  determines  in 
great  part  the  total  leadership  climate  of  the  organization.  If  only 
the  expectations  of  superiors  are  recognized  as  important,  the  result  is 
high  potential  for  organizational  tyranny  in  which  only  raw  power,  and 
c .-stand  through  'car  and  punishment  can  be  use-’.  At  the  other  extreme. 
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when  only  the  expectations  of  subordinates  are  recognized,  there  is  high 
potential  for  unproductive  permissiveness,  confusion,  and  unbounded  dis- 
organisation. Obviously,  neither  of  these  two  extremes  will  allow  an 
effective,  disciplined,  volunteer  Army  to  exist.  Thus  the  central  theme 
of  the  original  study  and  thin  monograph  is: 

THE  LEADERSHIP  K^T  APPROPRIATE  FOR  THE  1970'S  IS  THAT 
WHICH  PRODUCES  A TOTAL  LEADERSHIP  CLIMATE  CHARACTERIZED 
BY  RECOGNITION  AND  FULFILLMENT  OF  l'HE  INFORMAL  CONTRACT 
IN  ORDER  TO  INSURE  MISSION  ACCOMPLISHMENT  OVER  THE  LONG 
TERM. 

Basic  Methodology. 


This  monograph  series  will  atter^t  to  define  the  appropriate  terms 
of  the  informal  contract,  and  the  extent  to  which  they  were  being  recog- 
nized and  fulfilled  throughout  the  Army.  In  order  to  do  this,  attention 
will  be  focused  on  what  appear  to  bo  four  basic  leadership  "modules" 
within  the  Army.  “These  modules  are:  Junior  NCO  leadership  (E4-E6); 

Senior  NCO  leadership  (E7-E9);  Company  Grade  Officer  leadership  (01-03); 
and  Field  Grade  Officer  leadership  (04-06).  A trifocal  view  of  each 
module  will  be  used  in  each  of  two  ways  cs  diagrammed  below: 


A«  seen  by 
Superiors 


Of  Superiors 


A3  seen  by 
Self 


Leadership  of 


Selected  level 


.Expectations  held 


>y  Selected  level 


Of  j| 

Themselve^  • 


As  seen  by 
Subordinates 


Cf  Subordinates 


TF.I- FOCAL  VIEW  OF  LEADERSHIP  MODULES 


Data  for  this  trl-focal  view  of  leadership  were  obtained  by  asking 
about  one-third  of  the  30,735  respondents  to  complete  a written  question- 
naire describing  the  leadership  of  their  immediate  superior;  another  third 
to  complete  the  questionnaire,  describing  the  leadership  of  one  of  their 
immediate  subordinates;  and  the  final  third  to  ccraplete  the  questionnaire, 
describing  their  own  leade-ship. 
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In  addition  to  various  demographic  it'ms  and  a measure  of  satisfaction 
with  the  overall  performance  of  the  individual  described,  the  questionnaire 
used  in  die  study  included  a list  of  43  specific  items  of  behavior  which 
Army  leaders  commonly  demonstrate.^  For  each  behavior,  three  questions 
were  asked:  "How  often  does  he?"  "How  often  should  he?"  and  "How  important 

was  this  to  you?"  The  first  question  is  a measure  of  perceived  actual 
o-rformance ; the  second  a statement  of  expectations,  and  the  third  an 
indicator  or  weighting  factor  oi  the  criticality  of  the  behavior  as 
terreived  by  the  respondent. 

Aoout  half  of  the  43  behaviors  were  derived  fairly  directly  from  the 
: loneenng  leadership  research  conducted  over  the  years  at  Ohio  State 
niversity  under  an  Office  of  Naval  Research  Program.  The  other  items 
-ie  d-.nved  from  various  pre-tested  sources  and  were  included  in  order 
' tailor  che  list  to  conform  a e ciosely  as  possible  to  the  particular 
euands  01  current  Army  leadership. 

.itent  of  the  Monograph  Series. 

The  basic  objective  of  che  series  is  to  exploic  the  utilitarian 
otencial  of  an  extraordinary  data  base  by  providing  insight  regarding 
.eadership  information  pertaining  to  specific  groupings  of  Army  leaders. 

In  order  to  present  useable  information  in  convenient  format  at  the 
arliest  practicable  time,  each  of  the  monographs  will  address  a particular 
, cvei  or  aspect  of  leadership.  Sv.ch  variables  as  length  of  service,  grade, 
:.ue,  branch,  and  education  will  be  addressed  iron  the  tri-focal  perspec- 
■ ve  previously  described.  Additionally,  the  monograph  series  may  include 
i ated  information  derived  from  other  studies  related  to  contemporary 
.rmv  leadership.  In  all  cases  the  criteria  for  monograph  subject  matter 
. ’•1  be  its  relevance  to  current  problems  and  opportunities  In  the  realm 
ji  practical  leadership  in  today’s  Army. 


1 The  beha/lors  used  in  the  questionnaire  are  listed  on  the  * aside 
! . c ,/•  r. 
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MONOGRAPH  # 1:  DEMOGRAPHIC  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  US  ARMY  LEADERS 


PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  first  US  Army  War  College  Leadership  Monograph 
is  co  lay  a foundation.  For  the  student  of  leadership,  whether  he  is 
new  or  experienced,  this  monograph  does  not  suggest  what  to  do.  It  is  a 
reconnaissance  of  the  people  who  comprise  most  of  the  Army's  leadership 
structure--and  therein  lies  its  practical,  useable  value.  The  monograph 
will  answer  questions  such  as  the  following: 

1.  What  are  the  grade  distributions  for  the  superiors  of 
Junior  NCOs,  Senior  NCOs,  Company  Grade  Officers,  and  Field  Grade  Officers 
in  the  sample? 

2.  What  are  the  grade  distributions  for  subordinates  of 
Junior  NCOs,  Senior  NCOs,  Company  Grade  Officers,  and  Field  Grade  Officers 
in  the  sample? 


3.  From  what  area  of  the  country  do  most  of  the  Army's  Junior 
NCOs,  Senior  NCOs,  Company  Grade  Officers,  and/or  Field  Grade  Officers 
come? 


4.  What  percentage  of  white  and  non-vhite  Company  Grade  and 
Field  Grade  Officers  entered  the.  Army  as  enlisted  men? 

5.  What  are  the  main  demog-aphic  differences  between  white 
and  non-white  leaders  at  any  given  level  of  leadership? 

METHOD  AND  DATA 

As  mentioned  in  the  series  introduction,  most  of  the  subsequent 
monographs  will  focus  on  various  aspects  of  one  or  more  of  four  basic 
leadership  modules--Junior  NCO  leadership.  Senior  NCO  leadership,  Company 
Grade  Officer  leadership,  and  Field  Grade  Officer  leadership.  Each  module 
contains  three  groups  intimately  involved  with  the  leadership  level  of 
the  module.  These  are:  (l)  the  leaders  at  that  level  themselves; 

(2)  superiors  of  leaders  at  that  level;  and  (3)  subordinates  of  leaders 
at  that  level. 

This  initial  monograph  provides  the  demographic  characteristics  of 
each  of  these  three  groups  for  each  module.  In  addition,  each  group  is 
further  broken  out  by  race.  For  this  presentation  the  racial  variable 
has  been  simplified  to  look  at  only  whites  and  non-whites.  This  breakdown 
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has  resulted  in  24  separate  categories  or  groups  of  individuals.  Figure  1 
presents  these  categories  and  the  number  of  individuals  in  each.  Figure  2 
provides  a "thumbnail  sketch"  of  the  average  individual  in  each  category. 

For  each  category,  circle  charts  have  been  used  (Figures  3 - 6)  to 
indicate  the  percentage  distribution  of  seven  demographic  characteristics 
within  that  category.  These  characteristics  are  age,  grade,  length  of 
service,  education,  method  of  entry  into  the  Army,  geographic  area  of 
origin,  and  type  of  community  environment  prior  to  entering  the  Army. 

In  general,  the  charts  speak  for  themselves.  In  combination,  the 
charts  describe  with  considerable  precision  the  demographic  character- 
istics of  Army  leaders.  When  you  study  the  charts  and  make  your  own 
analyses,  you  can  begin  to  see  some  interesting  and  useable  facts  and 
relationships.  In  the  findings  section,  comment  will  be  made  on  some  of 
the  more  significant  comparisons. 

There  are  numerous  ways  of  analyzing  the  data  in  the  circle  charts. 

We  could  study  the  data  in  terms  of  percentages,  mean  values,  difference 
scores,  or  correlations.  Using  all  available  means  would  provide  the 
most  complete  understanding  of  the  content.  Such  an  analysis,  however, 
would  be  unduly  complex.  Contradiction  would  arise  which  would  be  a 
function  not  of  the  meaning  of  the  data,  but  rather  of  the  purpose  and 
method  of  analysis  chosen. 

A percentage  analysis  has  certain  limitations,  well  known  to  the 
statistician.  Nevertheless,  a percentage  analysis  will  make  the  data 
more  useful  to  a greater-  number  of  people.  The  figures  and  the  findings, 
therefore,  are  built  around  the  percentage — in  the  belief  that  this 
method  of  analysis  has  greatest  utility  in  providing  a reconnaissance  of 
the  characteristics  of  those  who  comprise  the  Army's  leadership  structur  . 
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POSITION 


NUMBER  OF  INDIVIDUALS 
IN  EACH  CLASS 


COMPANY 
G 

OFFICER 


FIELD 

GRADE 

OFFICER 


Superiors 

White 

3,223 

3,922 

Non-white 

699 

Jr.  NCOs 

White 

2,398 

3,106 

Non-white 

708 

White 

1,106 

1,364 

Non-white 

258 

Superiors 

White 

1,800 

1,995 

Non-white 

195 

Sr.  NCOs 

White 

1,995 

2,506 

Non-white 

511 

Subordinates 

White 

1,941 

2,495 

Non-white 

554 

Superiors 

White 

1,122 

1,201 

Non-white 

79 

Co  Gd  Ofcr 

White 

. . ... 

2,245 

2,373 

Non-white 

128 

Subordinates 

White 

2,031 

2,462 

Non-white 

431 

Superiors 

White 

642 

665 

N'on-white 

23 

Fid  Gd  Ofcr 

White 

1,871 

1 OtlQ 

Non-white 

122 

i i y y j 

Subordinates 

White 

3,788 

4,159 

Non-white 

371 

Figure  I 


THUMBNAIL  SKETCHES  OF  THE  "AVERAGE"  INDIVIDUAL  IN  EACH  CATEGORY 


Grade 

Age 

Years  of 
Service 

Entered 

as 

Entered 

from 

Wh  Sup  of  Jr.  NCO 

E7 

29-35 

10-20 

Vol 

Sm  City 

Non-Wh  Sup  of  Jr.  NCO 

£6-7 

29-35 

10-20 

Vol 

Sm  City 

Wh  Jr.  NCO 

E5 

22-28 

5+ 

Vol 

Sm  City 

Non-Wh  Jr.  NCO 

E6 

22-28 

5-10 

Vol 

Md  City 

Wh  Sub  of  Jr.  NCO 

E4-5 

22-28 

2-  5 

Vol 

Sm  Town 

Non-Wh  Sub  of  Jr.  NCO 

E5 

22-28 

2-  5 

Vol 

Md  City 

Wh 

Sup 

of 

Sr. 

NCO 

Non 

-Wh 

Sup 

of 

Sr. 

NCO 

Wh 

Sr. 

NCO 

Non 

-Wh 

Sr. 

NCO 

Wh 

Sub 

of 

Sr. 

NCO 

Non 

-Wh 

Sub 

of 

Sr. 

NCO 

Wh 

Sup 

of 

Co 

Gr 

Of 

Non' 

-Wh 

Sup 

of 

Co 

Gr 

Of 

Wh 

Co 

Gr 

Of 

Non' 

-Wh 

Co 

Gr 

Of 

Wh 

Sub 

of 

Co 

Gr 

Of 

Non' 

-Wh 

Sub 

of 

Co 

Gr 

Of 

E8-03  29-45 
E8-9  29-45 

E8  36-45 
E7  36-45 

E5-6  22-28 
E6  29-35 


04  29-45 

04  1 29-45 

i 

02-03  22-28 
02-03  22-28 

E8-9-  22-28 
01 

E7  29-45 


10-20 

10-20 


(OCS) 


Sm  City 
Sm  City 

Sm  Town 
Sm  City 

Sm  City 
Sm  City 


Sm  Citv 


10-20 


Sm-Md  Cy  S-NE 
Sm  City  S-NE 

Sm  City  S 


Some 

Col. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

Some 

Col. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

Col. 

Deg. 

Some 

Col. 

Col. 

Deg. 

Col. 

Deg. 

Some 

Col. 

H.S. 

Dip. 

Wh  Sup  of  Fd  Gr  Of  06  36overj20+  Off  Sm  City  NE-S-MW  Col. 

l-Wh  Sup  of  Fd  Gr  Of  05  36-45  10-20  Off  Md  City  S Col. 


Wh  Fd  Gr  Of 

-Wh  Fd  Gr  Of 

Wh  Sub  of  Fd  Gr  Of 


36-45 

36-45 

36-45 


Non-Wh  Sub  of  Fd  Gr  Of  01-03  36-45 


10-20 

10-20 

10-20 

10-20 


Off  Sm  City  NE-S-MW  Col. 
Off  Sm  City  S Col. 


Off 

Vol 

(OCS) 


Sm  City  S-NE-MW  Col. 
Sm  City  S Some 


Deg,. 
Col. i 


Figure  2 


1-5 


* X * 


erne  > 


4 ; /% 


=0?.  ®* 


4y4l = k; 


\ierw\e 


£ ° 
< « 

5 cc 


o 3= 
a£  * 


/©«  / 1 

iL 


\©~  / c 

V/  a/ 


2 «* «»  5 ^ * • ’*■*  — 

2*«8Ss  g ~ 

SilSlH  il,u  i iis  nil  ii=5 

illilfi  flssilh  >*■> 

• — - ■•  ♦ **  “ **  "* 

Jfh  kSf^j^hi/1 

Jp^pHf I U-TTjj' f U s k 


\e* 


4tw?. 


- — \ #»  / 

*w 

v©=  \y 


'l^A  S©/ 


tUtOmUJBCS  OF 


1-13 


JR  NCO'S  LEADERSHIP  MODULE 

rituitf  I 


SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS 


In  the  introduction  to  this  monograph  five  questions  were  listed 
which  are  illustrative  of  the  kinds  of  questions  which  could  be  answered 
bv  the  data  presented  in  the  paper.  As  a means  for  summarizing  the 
general  findings  of  this  monograph,  the  answers  to  those  five  questions 
are  presented  below. 

1 & 2.  The  grade  distributions  of  superiors  and  subordinates 
within  each  of  the  leadership  modules  as  well  as  the  distributions  for 
Leaders  who  described  themselves  are  presented  direct Ly  in  the  circle 
charts  of  Figures  3-6. 

3.  White  Army  leaders  in  the  four  leadership  modules  are  about 
evenly  distributed  in  geographical  area  of  origin  between  the  South,  Mid- 
west, and  Northeast  with  a total  of  only  20-25%  coming  from  the  rest  of 
the  United  State i.  About  half  of  all  non-white  leaders  come  from  a 
single  geographical  area,  the  South.  This  is  especially  striking  for 
Field  Grade  Officers  and  Senior  NCOs.  This  finding  may  have  implications 
for  future  recruiting  efforts. 

4.  The  level  of  enlisted  experience  among  these  leaders  is 
higher  than  one  might  suppose.  Fortv-one  percent  of  white  and  43%  of 
non-white  Company  Grade  Officers  entered  the  Army  as  enlisted  men. 

Among  Field  Grade  officers,  387.  of  whites  and  317.  of  non-whites  had 
enlisted  experience. 

5.  In  viewing  the  demographic  data,  racial  comparisons  seem 
most  prominent.  One  of  the  more  striking  findings  is  that  for  almost 
any  level,  a considerably  higher  proportion  of  non-whites  than  whites 
entered  the  Army  as  draftees  rather  than  volunteers.  This  finding  could 
indicate  that  retention  efforts  within  the  Army  are  relatively  more 
effective  when  dealing  with  non-whites  than  when  dealing  with  white 
draftees.  In  the  area  of  education,  non-whites  seem  to  be  considerably 
behind  their  white  counterparts.  For  example,  while  about  387,  of  white 
Field  Grade  Officers  have  completed  Masters'  Degrees,  only  197.  of  the 
non-white  Field  Grade  ufficers  have  done  so.  Among  white  Company  Grade 
Officers,  777,  have  a college  diploma;  among  the  non-white,  only  677.. 
Non-whites  for  any  given  nrade  level  are  older  and  have  more  years  in 
service  than  their  white  counterparts.  This  finding,  as  well  as  the 
findings  on  level  of  education,  are  most  apparent  at  the  more  senior 
level s--thus  indicating  that  any  discrepancy  in  opportunity  between 
white  and  non-white  officer  personnel  in  the  Army  may  be  decreasing. 

The  above  findings  should  not  be  taken  as  an  exhaustive  list  of  the 
questions  which  may  be  answered  by  the  data  presented  in  this  monograph. 
They  are  rather  only  illustrative  of  the  kinds  of  questions  appropriate 
for  analysis  using  these  data. 
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LIMITATIONS 


^ j In  collecting  the  data  upon  which  this  and  subsequent  monographs 

are  based,  no  attempt  was  made  to  insure  that  sub-sample  sizes  would  be 
proportional  to  the  population  groups  which  they  represent.  For  example, 
the  sample  of  Junior  NCOs  is  larger  than  the  sample  of  subordinates  of 
Junior  NCOs.  However,  within  each  sub-sample,  the  number  of  individuals 
included  is  large  enough  to  insure  a high  degree  of  confidence  that  data 
reported  concerning  the  sub-group  are  representative  of  similar  leaders 
throughout  the  Army. 

It  should  be  noted  also  that  these  data  were  collected  in  1971  and 
that  the  Army  hau  changed  in  significant  ways  since  then.  Whether  or 
not  answers  to  the  questionnaires  today  would  be  the  same  as  the  answers 
given  in  1971  is  a researchable  question.  Several  efforts  are  currently 
underway  or  planned  to  answer  this  and  other  questions.  These  new  data 
will  be  reported  in  subsequent  monographs  as  they  become  available.  A 
primary  po:  to  be  made  about  the  current  data  is  that  they  form  a base 

point  for  the  study  of  Army  leadership.  They  represent  the  largest 
sample  of  leadership  ever  collected  in  any  organization.  They  are  a 
point  from  which  to  measure  change.  Not  change  in  principles,  for  the 
principles  do  not  change,  but  rather  change  in  application — in  doing, 
developing,  and  constantly  improving  so  as  to  provide  the  soldier  with 
the  leadership  he  deserves . 

CONCLUSION 

In  this  first  US  Army  War  College  Leadership  Monograph,  an  attempt 
has  been  made  to  provide  the  reader  with  some  of  the  general  character- 
istics of  various  groups  who  make  up  Army  leadership.  The  authors  have 
attempted  to  present  the  data  in  useable  form  and  to  hold  their  comment 
to  a minimum. 
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MONOGRAPH  fi  2:  SATISFACTION  WITH  US  ARMY  LEADERSHIP 


The  purpose  of  this  monograph  is  to  present  data  associated  with 
the  general  level  of  satisfaction  with  the  overall  performance  of  Army 
leaders.  As  was  done  in  Monograph  ??  1,  24  different  groups  of  leaders 
will  be  investigated.  Each  of  the  four  leadership  modules  (Field  Grade 
Officer,  Company  Grade  Officer,  Senior  NCO,  and  Junior  NCO)  is  split  into 
three  categories  on  the  basis  of  perspective  (superior,  self,  and  subordi- 
nate). These  categories,  in  turn,  are  each  split  into  two  racial  groupt 
(whice  and  non-white). 

By  computing  simple  percentage  figures  among  these  24  groups,  we  can 
answer  questions  such  as  the  following  on  overall  satisfaction  with  Army 
leadership: 

1.  How  satisfied  are  superiors  at  any  given  level  with  the 
overall  performance  of  their  subordinate  leaders? 

2.  How  satisfied  au  subordinates  at  any  given  level  with  the 
overall  performance  of  their  immediate  superiors? 

3.  How  satisfied  are  leaders  with  their  own  performance,  and 

to  what  extent  does  this  agree  with  the  views  of  their  immediate  superiors 
and  subordinates? 

4.  What  is  the  relationship  between  race  and  satisfaction  with 
leadership  at  any  given  level? 

Another  way  of  looking  at  the  data  is  through  correlational  analyses. 
This  method  of  analysis  is  designed  to  discover  which  of  the  43  behaviors 
used  in  the  study  (see  inside  back  cover  of  monograph)  are  most  closely 
related  to  satisfaction  with  overall  performance.  Since  the  behaviors 
are  things  that  a leader  can  actually  do,  the  results  of  correlational 
analyses  have  considerable  practical  value. 

Correlational  analyses  can  be  used  to  answer  such  questions  as; 

1.  At  eacr.  level  of  leadership  and  from  each  perspective,  what 
leadership  behaviors  are  most  closely  related  to  satisfaction  with  over- 
all performance? 

2.  Are  these  behaviors  the  same  or  different  for  superiors 
and  subordinates? 

3.  Are  there  differences  between  racial  groups  in  the  behaviors 
most  closelv  associated  with  satisfaction  with  overall  performance? 

4.  Are  there  some  behaviors  which  are  negatively  related  to 
satisfaction  with  overall  performance  fi.e.,  where  higher  frequency  of 
r'”e  behavior  yields  lower  satisfaction  with  overall  performance)? 
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METHOD  AND  DATA 

Figures  1-4  present  a satisfaction  percentage  break-out  for  each 
of  the  six  groups  within  each  of  the  four  leadership  modules  (Field  Grade 
Officers,  Company  Grade  Officers,  Senior  NCOs,  and  Junior  NCOs).  Each 
circle  chart  gives  the  response  percentages  of  the  individuals  in  the 
respective  group  who  answered  the  question,  "How  do  you  personally  feel 
about  the  overall  performance  of  the  individual  you  have  used  as  a ref- 
erence in  this  study?"  In  addition,  under  each  circle  chart  is  the 
average  response  of  that  group  (measured  on  a 7-point  satisfaction  scale) 
and  the  number  of  individuals  in  the  group. 

Figures  5-8  present  for  each  group  the  ten  leadership  behaviors 
(in  rank  order)  most  highly  correlated  with  satisf'  tion  with  overall 
performance.  Included  also  are  the  correlation  coefficients  used  in  the 
ranking  procedure. 

Correlation  is  a measure  of  the  relationship  between  two  variables-- 
in  this  case,  satisfaction  with  overall  performance  and  each  of  the  43 
leadership  behaviors.  The  correlation  coefficient  can  range  from  +1.00, 
through  0,  to  -1.00.  A perfect  positive  correlation  (+1.00)  would  indi- 
cate that  if  an  individual  in  the  group  had  a score  of  7 for  the  behavior 
(i.e.,  did  it  "all  the  time"),  he  would  also  have  a 7 for  the  overall 
performance  question  (i.e.,  totally  pleased  in  all  respects).  If  an 
individual  had  a 1 for  the  behavior  (i.e.,  did  it  "none  of  the  time"), 
he  would  have  a 1 on  the  overall  performance  question  (i.e.,  totally 
displeased  in  all  respects).  A perfect  negative  correlation  (-1.00)  would 
indicate  exactly  the  opposite.  That  is,  if  an  individual  had  a 7 on  the 
behavior  he  would  have  a 1 on  overall  performance.  A zero  correlation 
indicates  that  there  is  no  relationship  between  frequency  of  performing 
the  behavior  and  satisfaction  with  overall  performance. 

In  general,  the  larger  the  correlation  between  a behavior  and  satis- 
faction with  overall  performance  (either  positive  or  negative),  the 
closer  the  relationship  between  the  two.  For  example,  if  we  find  a cor- 
relation of  ,80  between  the  behavior  "He  is  easy  to  understand"  and 
satisfaction  with  overall  performance,  we  know  that  most  people  who  are 
seen  as  always  easy  to  understand  will  most  probably  be  seen  as  high  in 
overall  performance.  By  the  same  token,  people  who  are  seen  as  never  or 
seldom  easy  to  understand  will  be  seen  as  low  in  overall  performance. 


Negative  correlation  indicates  an  inverse  relationship.  An  example 
of  a negative  correlation  might  be  between  the  behavior  "He  is  selfish" 
and  overall  performance.  Here  a correlation  of  -.80  would  indicate  that 
individuals  seen  to  be  always  selfish  will  be  seen  as  low  in  overall 
performance,  and  those  seen  as  never  or  seldom  selfish  will  be  seen  as 
high  in  overall  performance. 

In  practice,  correlations  as  high  as  .80  are  seldom  found  when  deal- 
ing with  large  groups  of  individuals.  In  this  study,  correlations  of 
.40  and  higher  are  considered  quite  strong,  and  correlations  between 
.20  and  .40  are  large  enough  for  some  meaningful  generalization. 


SATISFACTION  WITH  OVERALL  PERFORMANCE 
OF  FIELD  GRADE  OFFICERS 


How  do  you  personally  feel  about  the  overall  performance  of  the 
INDIVIDUAL  you  have  used  as  a reference  in  this  study? 
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Figure  1 


SATISFACTION  WITH  OVERALL  PERFORMANCE 
OF  COMPANY  GRADE  OFFICERS 


How  do  you  personally  feel  about  the  overall  performance  of  the 
INDIVIDUAL  you  have  used  as  a reference  in  this  study? 


SCALE- 
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Figure  2 





SATISFACTION  WITH  OVERALL  PERFORMANCE 
OF  SENIOR  NCOS 


How  do  you  personally  feel  about  the  overall  performance  of  the 
INDIVIDUAL  you  have  used  as  a reference  in  this  study? 
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Figure  3 
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SATISFACTION  WITH  OVERALL  PERFORMANCE 
OF  JUNIOR  NCOS 

How  do  you  personally  feel  about  the  overall  performance  of  the 
INDIVIDUAL  you  have  used  as  a reference  in  this  study? 


SCALE: 
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Figure  4 


LARGEST  CORRELATION  COEFFICIENTS  BETWEEN  PERCEIVED  BEHAVIOR 
AND  EXPRESSED  SATISFACTION  WITH  OVERALL  PERFORMANCE  OF  SENIOR  NCOS 


mi  


SUMMARY  AND  DISCUSSION 


The  answers  to  the  eight  questions  listed  earlier  may  be  derived 
directly  from  inspection  of  Figures  1-8.  One  of  the  more  Interesting 
findings  from  Figures  1 - 4 is  that  the  level  of  satisfaction  with  over- 
all performance  is  quite,  high  for  all  groups.  This  i»  a highly  positive 
indicator  of  the  generally  high  caliber  of  Army  leadership.  Most  of  the 
Leadership  Monographs  focus  on  leadership  problem  areas  since  the  mono- 
graphs are,  by  design,  directed  toward  helping  Army  leaders  improve  their 
leadership.  As  a result,  readers  may  get  the  impression  that  Army  leader- 
ship is  filled  with  problems.  This  would  be  incorrect.  Army  leadership, 
according  to  the  rather  massive  and  comprehensive  data  base  used  in  these 
studies,  is  extremely  good.  Most  of  those  involved--superiors,  leaders, 
and  subordinates  alike--are  generally  satisfied  with  the  leadership  at 
all  levels  within  the  Army. 

In  working  with  the  full  set  of  correlations  between  the  frequency  of 
performance  of  the  43  behaviors  and  satisfaction  with  overall  performance, 
one  behavior  was  consistently  surprising.  For  every  group,  the  correlation 
between  the  behavior,  "He  establishes  and  maintains  a high  level  of  disci- 
pline" and  satisfaction  with  overall  performance  was  both  relatively  large 
and  negative.  This  held  true  for  superiors,  subordinates  and  individuals 
describing  themselves;  for  whites  and  non-whites;  and  for  Field  Grade 
Officers,  Company  Grade  Officers,  Senior  NCOs,  and  Junior  NCOS.  This 
finding  could  mean  that,  for  example,  if  a superior  feels  that  his  subordi- 
nate quite  frequently  establishes  and  maintains  a high  level  of  discipline, 
the  superior  is  relatively  less  satisfied  with  that  subordinate's  overall 
performance.  If  the  superior  feels  that  his  subordinate  seldom  establishes 
and  maintains  a high  level  of  discipline,  he  will  be  relatively  more  satis- 
fied with  that  subordinate's  overall  >erformance.  While  this  is  a 
possible  interpretation,  it  is  contradictory  to  basic  assumptions  about 
discipline  and  leadership  within  the  military  situation.  Looking  further 
into  this  relationship,  we  found  that  this  behavior  was  one  that  most  of 
the  30,000  respondents  felt  was  present  more  frequently  than  it  should  be. 
Thus  it  may  be  that  while  a high  level  of  discipline  is  a good  thing,  it 
is  seen  as  a behavior  which  easily  can  be  overdone  and  thus  detract  from 
overall  performance.  Another  and  more  probable  interpretation  is  that 
units  with  high  overall  performance  may  not  require  the  emphasis  on  disci- 
pline that  is  required  in  a iess  well-functioning  unit,  fhis  would  result 
in  high  frequencies  of  "establishing  and  maintaining  a high  level  of 
discipline"  being  associated  with  lower  levels  of  satisfaction  with  over- 
all performance.  From  these  data,  it  is  obvious  that  the  relationship 
between  discipline  and  overall  performance  is  exceedingly  complex  and 
should  be  investigated  further.  On  the  practical  side,  this  finding 
suggests  that  individual  leaders  might  look  carefully  at  their  own 
oehavior  in  this  area  to  determine  if  they  are  overdoing  a good  thing. 


Another  particularly  interesting  finding  from  the  correlation  analysis 
concerns  the  lists  of  10  behaviors  which  are  correlated  most  highly  with 
satisfaction  with  overall  performance.  If  we  look  at  white  a.id  non-white 
field  grade  officers  who  described  their  own  behavior  (Figure  5),  we  note 





chat  the  list  for  non-white  field  grade  officers  contains  7 negative  cor- 
relations while  that  of  white  field  grade  officers  contains  only  one. 

These  negative  correlations  occur  for  negatively  worded  behaviors  such 
as,  "I  hesitate  to  take  action  in  the  absence  of  instructions."  Therefore 
negative  correlations  with  overall  performance  are  logical  and  expected. 

The  interesting  point  is  the  magnitude  of  the  correlations.  If  these  top 
ten  behaviors  are  taken  as  the  behaviors  which  determine  satisfaction  with 
overall  performance,  then  white  and  non-white  field  grade  officers  are 
saying  quite  different  things.  The  non-white  field  grade  officer  is  saying, 
in  effect,  that  he  will  be  satisfied  with  his  own  overall  performance  if 
he  does  not  do  or  avoids  doing  negative  things  such  as  "hesitating  to 
take  action,"  "failing  to  show  appreciation  for  priorities  of  work," 

"making  it  difficult  for  subordinates  to  use  initiative,"  etc.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  white  field  grade  officer  is  saying  that  he  will  be  satis- 
fied with  his  own  overall  performance  if  he  does  do  positive  things  such 
as  "being  technically  competent  to  perform  his  duties,"  "seeking  additional 
and  more  important  responsibilities,"  "being  aware  of  the  state  of  his 
unit's  morale  and  doing  all  he  can  to  make  it  high,"  etc. 

This  white  versus  non-white  difference  could  well  be  the  result  of 
a degree  of  racial  prejudice  and  discrimination  experienced  by  the  non- 
white officer  especially  during  the  time  (10-20  years  ago)  when  he  was 
first  entering  the  service,  adjusting  to  its  requirements,  and  learning 
its  formal  and  informal  policies.  During  that  time,  it  was  perhaps  more 
important  for  the  non-white  officer  to  avoid  making  mistakes  than  it  was 
for  him  to  stand  out  in  a positive  manner.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  this  pattern  of  negative  items  was  not  found  for  non-white  company 
grade  officers  nor  for  non-white  NCOs.  This  would  indicate  that  the  racial 
climate  of  the  Army  has  improved  significantly  in  more  recent  times. 

Another  important  finding  is  that  "He  communicates  effectively  with 
his  subordinates"  appears  to  be  very  closely  associated  with  high  satisfac- 
tion with  overall  performance.  This  behavior  is  among  the  top  ten  for 
almost  every  group  in  the  study.  This  finding  corresponds  directly  with 
the  observations  of  some  of  our  most  experienced  field  commanders. 

There  are  two  other  behaviors  highly  related  to  satisfaction  with 
performance  at  all  levels:  "He  sets  the  example  for  his  men  on  and  off 

duty"  and,  "He  sets  high  standards  of  performance."  These  two,  and  the 
communication  behavior  above,  are  basics  of  Army  leadership.  The  data 
suggest  strongly  that  if  an  Army  leader  does  these  three  things  well,  his 
overall  performance  will  take  care  of  itself.  On  the  practical  side, 
this  finding  could  serve  as  a means  of  establishing  priorities  within 
unit  programs  aimed  at  leadership  development. 

In  going  over  the  data  presented  in  Figures  1-8,  the  reader  will 
find  other  relationships,  patterns,  and  insights  relevant  particularly 
to  his  own  situation.  The  findings  discussed  here  are  some  of  those  which 
"caught  the  eye"  of  the  authors.  They  are  not  necessarily  the  only  or 
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even  the  most  Important  findings  contained  in  the  data.  The  reader  is 
Invited  to  compare  his  own  situation,  his  perceptions,  and  his  feelings 
with  those  expressed  here. 
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MONOGRAPH  # 3:  JUNIOR  NCO  LEADERSHIP1 


As  stated  in  Monograph  # 1,  Demographic  Characteristics  of  US  Army 
Leaders , a Junior  Noncommissioned  Officer  has  been  defined  as  an  individual 
in  pay  grades  E4,  E5,  or  E6.  Such  individuals  in  the  Army  hold  many  direct 
leadership  positions  such  as  drill  sergeant,  squad  leader,  and  fire  teaa 
leader.  Many  occupy  specialist  positions  which  require  various  degrees 
of  leadership.  Obviously,  these  Junior  NCOs  are  one  of  the  most  important 
groups  of  Army  leaders.  They  deal  most  directly  with  and  are  responsible 
for  leading  entry  level  or  first  term  soldiers  and  often  are  first  term 
enlistees  themselves. 

In  this  monograph  we  will  present  superior  and  subordinate  views  of 
Junior  NCO  leadership.  Further,  we  will  examine  the  views  of  Junior  NCOS 
themselves  concerning  their  own  leadership,  the  leadership  they  receive 
from  their  superiors  and  the  leadership  behavior  of  their  subordinates. 

In  this  way  we  hope  to  make  explicit  the  terms  of  the  informal  contracts 
which  exist  between  Junior  NCOs  and  their  superiors  and  subordinates. 

The  information  in  this  monograph  will  answer  the  following  questions: 

1.  What  are  the  most  important  leadership  behaviors  for  the 
Junior  NCO  from  the  point  of  view  of  their  superiors,  their  subordinates, 
and  Junior  NCOs  themselves? 

2.  What  do  Junior  NCOs  pe  -ceive  as  the  most  important  leader- 
ship behaviors  on  the  part  of  their  superiors  and  subordinates? 

3.  Which  leadership  behaviors  do  Junior  NCOs  perform  most 
frequently  according  to  themselves,  their  superiors,  and  their  subordinates? 

4.  Which  leadership  behaviors  do  Junior  NCOs  believe  their 
superiors  and  their  subordinates  perform  most  frequently? 

5.  Which  leadership  behaviors  should  be  performed  most  fre- 
quently by  Junior  NCOs  according  to  themselves,  their  superiors,  and 
their  subordinates? 

6.  Which  leadership  behaviors  do  Junior  NCOs  believe  should 
be  performed  most  frequently  by  their  superiors  and  their  subordinates? 

7.  For  which  behaviors  do  superiors,  subordinates  and  Junior 
NCOs  themselves  see  the  greatest  shortfalls  in  Junior  NCO  leadership? 

8.  For  which  behaviors  do  Junior  NCOs  see  the  greatest  short- 
falls in  their  superiors  and  in  their  subordinates? 


^A  summary  of  the  background  and  theoretical  foundations  of  the 
study  was  included  in  both  Monograph  l and  Monograph  2. 
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METHODOLOGY 


On  the  following  pages  are  presented  stannaries  of  several  aspects  of 
Junior  NCO  leadership. 

"Most  Important"  Leadership  Behavior. 

Figure  1 focuses  on  the  leadership  behaviors  seen  as  most  important 
by  Junior  NCOs  themselves,  by  superiors  of  Junior  NCOs,  and  by  subordinates 
of  Junior  NCOs.  In  Figure  1,  there  are  five  lists  pertaining  to  leadership 
and  the  Junior  NCOs.  On  each  list,  items  are  listed  in  rank  order  of 
importance.  The  Junior  NCO's  view  of  his  own  leadership  is  in  the  center; 
the  Junior  NCO's  view  of  the  leadership  of  his  superior  in  the  upper  right; 
and  the  Junior  NCO's  view  of  the  leadership  of  his  immediate  subordinates 
in  the  lower  right.  The  other  two  lists  are  the  views  of  immediate  superiors 
of  Junior  NCOs  in  the  upper  left;  and  the  views  of  immediate  subordinates 
of  Junior  NCOs  in  the  lower  left,  both  describing  the  leadership  of 
Junior  NCOs. 

"Most  Frequent"  Leadership  Behavior. 

Figure  2 focuses  on  the  leadership  behaviors  which  are  done  or  dis- 
played most  frequently.  As  in  Figure  1,  five  lists  are  presented.  This 
figure  is  basically  a description  of  perceived  leadership  behavior.  On 
the  left  side  of  Figure  2 are  descriptions  of  Junior  NCO  leadership  as 
perceived  by  superiors  of  Junior  NCOs  and  by  subordinates  of  Junior  NCOs. 

In  the  center  of  the  figure  is  the  Junior  NCO's  description  of  himself, 
and  at  the  right  his  description  of  his  superior  and  his  subordinate. 

"Desired"  Leadership  Behavior. 

Figure  3 focuses  on  the  leadership  behaviors  which  individuals  feel 
should  be  done  most  frequently.  The  five  lists  in  Figure  3 are  basically 
expectations  or  lists  of  desired  behavior.  On  the  left  of  the  figure 
are  listed  the  behaviors  which  superiors  and  subordinates  expect  or 
desire  most  frequently  -from  Junior  NCOs,  In  the  center  are  the  Junior 
NCO's  expectations  of  himself,  and  on  the  right  the  behaviors  which  he 
expects  from  his  superior  and  the  behaviors  which  he  expects  from  his 
subordinates . 

Leadership  Problem  Areas  or  Shortfalls. 

Figure  4 focuses  on  potential  problem  areas  or  shortfalls.  Shortfall 
has  been  defined  here  as  the  difference  between  how  frequently  a behavior 
is  done  or  displayed  and  how  frequently  it  should  be  done,  weighted  by 
the  importance  assigned  to  the  behavior.  As  a mathematical  formula, 
shortfall  in  leadership  behavior  can  be  represented  as  below: 


, r i , ( Expected  or  Actual  or  \ T . _ 

shortfall  = ( , . , _ - , , , x Importance 

V desired  frequency  perceived  frequency,/ 
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The  concept  of  shortfall  combines  all  three  of  the  aspects  of  leader* 
ship  presented  in  Figures  1,  2,  and  3.  The  basic  idea  of  this  concept  is 
that  if  an  individual  feels,  for  example,  that  his  superior  should  always 
be  easy  to  understand,  but  in  fact  perceives  the  superior  as  seldom  easy 
to  understand,  then  a problem  exists.  If  the  indfvidual  feels  that  being 
easy  to  understand  is  not  an  important  behavior,  then  this  problem  is 
probably  not  very  serious.  However,  if  the  individual  feels  that  being 
easy  to  understand  is  very  important  (as  did  most  of  the  individuals  in 
the  study),  then  the  problem  is  serious  and  demands  corrective  action. 


The  largest  shortfalls  in  Junior  NCO  leadership  behavior  as  seen  by 
superiors  and  subordinates  are  listed  on  the  left  of  Figure  4.  The 
largest  shortfalls  in  their  own  leadership  behavior  as  seen  by  Junior  NCOs 
themselves  are  in  the  center,  and  the  largest  shortfalls  which  Junior  NCOs 
see  in  their  superiors  and  in  their  subordinates  are  listed  on  the  right. 


LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  THAT  ARE  SEEN  TO  BE  MOST  IMPORTANT 


Superiors'  View  of  Jr.  NCOS 


1.  HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  COOD  OR 

BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

2.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 
].  HE  SETS  H1CH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

4.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 

DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  Tu  MAKE  IT  HIGH. 

5.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  MEM  AND  '.HEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

6.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

7.  HE  C<**WNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 
B.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

9.  HE  ESTABLISHES  AND  MAINTAINS  A HIGH  LEVEL  OF 
DISCIPLINE. 

10.  HE  IS  WILLINC  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 


Jr.  NCOS'  View  of  Superiors 


1.  HE  IS  WILLINC  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

2.  HE  KNOWS  IrtS  KEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

3.  HE  KEEPS  MR  INFOPMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  GOOD 

AND  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

4.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 

DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HICK. 

5.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 
6.5.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

6.5.  HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

8.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

9.  HE  STANDS  UP  FOR  HIS  SUBORDINATES  EVB)  THOUGH  IT 

MAKES  HIM  UNPOPULAR  WITH  HIS  SUPERIOR. 

10.  HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OF  1I1S  UNIT  KNCRJ  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 


* 


Jr.  NCOS'  View  ol  Themselves 


1.  I AM  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  MY  DUTIES. 

2 I KNOW  MY  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

3.  1 AM  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MY  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND  DO 

ALL  1 CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HICH. 

4.  I AM  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  MY  SUBORDINATES. 

5.  I COMMUNICATE  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  MY  SUBORDINATES. 

6.  I AM  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

7.  I APPROACH  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

8.  I SET  HIGH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

o.  I SEE  THAT  MY  MEN  HAVE  THE  MATERIALS  THEY  NEED  TO 
WORK  WITH. 

10.  I KEEP  OTHERS  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION.  COOD 
OR  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 


r 


Subordinates'  View  of  Jr.  NCOS 


Jr.  NCOS'  View  of  Subordinates 


l.  HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  COOD 
AND  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

2 HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 

3.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  HORALE  AND  DOES  ALL  HE.  CAN 

TO  MAKE  IT  HICH. 

4.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

5.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

6.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

7.  HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

8.  HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

9.  HE  IS  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

10.  HE  ESTABLISHES  AND  MAINTAINS  A HIGH  LEVEL  OF 

DISCIPLINE. 


1.  HE  IS  WILLINC  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

2.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

3.  HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION.  COCO 

AND  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

4.  HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

5.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 

6.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 

DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HIGH. 

7.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

B.  HE  STANDS  UP  FOR  HIS  SUBORDINATES  EVEN  THOUGH  IT 
MAKES  HIM  UNPOPULAR  WITH  HIS  SUPERIOR. 

9.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

10.  Hr,  LETS  THE  MLKBERS  OF  HIS  UNtT  KNOW  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 


Figure  1 
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LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  THAT  ARE  DONE  OR  DJJSPJ.AYED  MOST  OFTEN 


Superiors'  View  of  Jr.  NCOs 


1.  HE  IS  TBC1INICALLY  CCKPCTKNT  TO  PtBPCRM  HU  DUTIM. 

2.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

1.  HE  CCWUN1CATB  EPPBTTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 
HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDCXSTAND. 

5.  HE  IS  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

6.  HE  SEES  TO  IT  THAT  HIS  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE 

MATERIALS  THEY  NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

7.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

8.  HE  KEEPS  ME  INPORMED  Of  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  GOOD 

AND  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

9.  HE  KNOTS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

io.  he  is  thought pul  and  considerate  or  others. 


Jr.  NCOS'  View  of  Superiors 


1.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERPORM  HIS  DUTIES. 

2.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

3.  HE  ASSICNS  IMMEDIATE  SUBORDINATES  TO  SPECIFIC  TASKS. 
A.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

>.  HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OT  HIS  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS  EXPECTED 
OF  THEM. 

6.  HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

7.  HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

8.  HE  IS  WU.LINC  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

9.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

10.  HE  SEES  THAT  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE  MATERIALS  THEY 
NKED  TO  WORK  WITH. 


\ 


Jr.  NCOs’  View  of  Themselves 


1.  I AM  APPROACHABLE. 

2.  ! AM  VTLLINC  TO  SUPPORT  MY  SUBORDINATES. 

3.  I AM  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  MI  DUTIES. 

C.  1 COMMUNICATE  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  Mi’  SUBORDINATES  - 

5.  I SEE  THAT  MY  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE  MATERIALS  THEY 
NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

b.  I SET  HI CV  STANDARDS  Of  PERFORMANCE. 

7.  I APPROACH  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

8.  I EXPRESS  APPRECIATION  WHEN  A SUBORDINATE  DOES  A 

GOOD  JOb. 

9.  I KEEP  OTHERS  INFORMED  OT  THE  TRUE  SITUATION.  GOOD 

AND  BAD.  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

10.  I KNOW  MY  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 


W 


Subordinates'  View  of  Jr.  NCOs 


1.5.  HP  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PEETORM  HIS  DITIP.S  . 

1.5.  HC  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

).  HF  ASS1CNS  IMMEDIATE  SUBORDINATES  TO  SPECIFIC  TASKS 
HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

5.  HE  LETS  HIS  SUBORDINATES  KNOW  WHAT  IS  EXPECTED  Of 
THEM. 

HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES, 
lit  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

S,  HE  SE1S  TO  IT  THAT  HIS  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE 
MATERIALS  THEY  SEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

9.  I1F  IS  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

HE  SETS  HIGH  STANDARDS  Of  PERFORMANCE . 


Jr.  NCOs’ View  of  Subordinates 


1.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 

2.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

3.  HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 
U.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

5.  HE  IS  WILLI NC  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

6.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

7.  HE  SEES  THAT  HIS  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE  MATERIALS 

THEY  NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

8.  hi:  sns  high  standards  of  performance. 

9.  HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  GOOD 

AND  BAD.  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

10.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES . 


Figure  2 
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LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  THAT  SHOULD  BE  DONE  OR  DISPLAYED  MOST  OFTEN 


Superiors'  View  or  Jr.  NCOs 


Jr.  NCOs'  View  o ( Superiors 


1 HE  SETS  HICH  STAHDAJUK  OE  POTdmUKE. 

1.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  CGKMTLNl  TO  mnu  HJS  DUTIES. 

3.  HE  KEEPS  HE  INFOUCD  Of  THE  T*UE  SITUATION.  GOOD 

AND  HAD,  UNDE*  ALL  CIECIHSTANCES . 

4.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  HAHN  EX. 

5.  HI  IS  EASY  TO  UHDEISTAND. 

6.  HE  COtM-TCICAIES  ETf BCTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUXORDINATES . 

1.  HE  IS  APFKQACHABLE. 

8.  HE  LETS  THE  MMEXS  Of  HIS  UNIT  WOW  WHAT  IS 

wpecteb  or  mm. 

1.  HE  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  ft*  HIS  MEN  ON  AND  OFF  DUTY. 
10.  HE  IS  AWAKE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT’S  MORALE  AND 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HICH. 


1.5.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

1.5.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 

3.  HE  IS  AFPROACHASLE . 

4.  HE  COMMUNICATES  fTFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUSORDINATES . 

5.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

6.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

?.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 

DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HICH. 

8.  HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

9.  HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OF  HIS  UNIT  KNOU  WHAT  IS 

EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 

10.  HE  IS  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 


% 


Jr.  NCOs*  View  of  Themselves 


l.S.  I AM  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND . 

t.5.  i am  Am  cur  has  ir. 

3.  I AM  TEClttlCALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  MY  tHTISS. 

A.  I SET  HICH  STAMTYJtDS  OT  PERFORMANCE. 

5.  ! AmOACH  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

6.  X KEEP  OTHERS  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRITE  SITUATION.  GOOD 

A3©  BAD.  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

7.  I COMUNICATt  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  MY  SUBORDINATES. 

8.  I KNOW  MY  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

9 2 SEE  THAT  MY  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE  MATERIALS 

THEY  NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

10.  1 AM  AWARE  CF  THE  STATE  OF  MY  UNIT’S  MORALE  AND 

DO  ALL  I CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HIGH. 


W 


Subordinates’  View  of  Jr.  NCOs 


1.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

2.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES . 

3.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE . 

U.  HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 
5.  HF  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

6.5.  HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OF  HIS  UNIT  KNOW  W»UT  IS 

EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 

6.5.  HE  APPRQACHF.S  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MAXNFR. 

9.  HE  SEES  THAT  HIS  SUBORDINATES  HAVe  THE  MATFR IA!.S 
THEY  NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

9.  HE  IS  AWARE  Of  THE  STATE  OT  HIS  UNIT’S  MORALE  AND 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HIGH. 

10.  HF  SETS  HIGH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 


Jr.  NCOs' View  of  Subordinates 


1.  HF  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 

2.  HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

3.  HF.  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

L.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

5.  HF.  IS  APPROACHABLE . 

6.  HF  COMMUNICATES  EFF BCTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATED . 

7.  HF  KEEPS  MF,  INFORMED  OT  THE  TRUE  SITUATION.  GOOD 

AND  BAD.  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

0.  HP.  IS  AUARE  OF  THrl  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT’S  MORALE  AND 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  XT  HICH. 

9.  HF.  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

10.  HE  SEES  TO  IT  THAT  HIS  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE 
MATERIALS  THEY  NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 


Figure  3 
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LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  HAVING  THE  HIGHEST  SHORTFALL 


Superiors'  View  of  Jr.  NCOs 


J\  NLOs'  View  of  Superiors 


tt  IS  AWARE  or  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  WIT’S  MORALE  AST) 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAJI  TO  HAKE  IT  H1CH. 

HE  ESTABLISHES  AXD  MAINTAINS  A HICK  LEVEL  Of 
DISCIPUXE. 

HE  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  HIS  « CM  A3R)  OTP  DUTY. 

HE  SEES  TO  IT  THAT  EtOTLE  UNDtt  HIM  WORK  UP  TO 
TME1K  CAPABILITIES. 

HE  SETS  HIGH  STANDARDS  OF  PCRPQRKAXC  E- 

HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OT  THE  TRUE  51TCATIOM.  OOOO 
AMD  BAD.  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

HE  LETS  THE  KMEHS  CT  HIS  WIT  DKU  WHAT  IS 
El  PITTED  OT  THEM. 

HE  SEEKS  ADC*  1T1  ORAL  AJO  MOLE  DSKJTTAJT  tESPOCSI- 
BtUTIES. 

HE  CRITICIZES  SUBORDINATES  IX  FRCWT  CT  CTTHOtS. 

HT  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IX  A PUSIT1VT  MAMX2JL. 


HE  IS  AWARE  OT  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  CHIT'S  MORALE  AXL 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAS  TC  JiLXT  IT  KICK. 

HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

HE  KEEPS  ME  WORMED  CT  THE  TRIZ  SITUATION.  COO C 
AMD  BAD.  UNDER  ALL  ClMCtMSTAMCtS . 

HE  CtCVS  HIS  HEX  AXD  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

HE  IS  LAST  10  UNDERSTAND. 

HE  CRITICIZES  SUBORDINATES  IX  FRONT  OF  OTHERS. 

BE  EXPRESSES  APPRECIATION  WHEN  A SUBORDINATE  DOCS 
A COUD  JOB. 

IE  SEES  TO  IT  THAI  PEOPLE  UXDCR  HIM  WORK  UP  TO  THEIR 
CAPABILITIES. 

)t  IS  THOUGHTFUL  AXD  CONSIDERATE  OT  OTHERS. 

0.  CCtPiUKI  CATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 


Jr.  ftCOs*  View  erf  Themselves 


t AM  LAST  TO  CXOttSTAtt. 

I AM  MUC  OT  THE  STATE  OT  MY  UNIT'S  **ALt  AND  DO 
A U I CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  SICK. 

I EXPRESS  APPRECIATION  WBQI  A SUBORDINATE  DOCS  A 
■COCO  JOB 
1 AM  uim«. 

x sc?  mcs  stwuim  or  performance. 

I SCI  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  fO  PCX  CM  AJO  OFF  DCTT 
1 ITP  OTHERS  XXTORJCD  OT  TW.  TRUE  SITUATION.  <AVD 
ASO  RAD.  UNDO  ALL  CXkCtKS TAMCES. 

X APPROACH  EACH  IAJR  IN  A POSITS  VL  MAZOUR. 

1 LET  THE  WIB05  OP  Iff  OBIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS  KXPfCTD 

op  r«. 

I OKU  ME  RB  AMD  THEIR  CAPABILITIES 


Subordinates'  View  of  jr.  NCOs 


Jr.  NCOs'  View  of  Subordinates 


MIL  IS  HUfJit  Of  TMr  ST  AT'  Of  MIS  T'lIT'S  MCMU'.T  AJO 
noes  AIL  MS  OUS  TO  MA«r  IT  Mice 
ME  STATES  UP  ruR  HTS  SlBOPM  V*y  ► ' rV*>  'W'.*  IT 
MAKES  HIM  UNPOPULAR  WITH  HIS  SUP**: (A. 

Ht  HUP,  ME  INFORMED  Of  THE  1*11  SI  OAT  ION.  -**0 
AT©  a AD.  INDEX  A1.L  C i At  CP5TANC  B>  - 
HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND 
H&  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AXD  TM*  I*  CAPABILITIES . 

•Af  ».XP»r.5SfcS  AFPRMCIAT  !•-«  WHEN  A SttO*MRA:»  UfRS 
A f.tXX)  JOB 

.»•  UIT1UW  SITmJRMNAT C*  IN  F*  *T  OkHEfti. 

HE  *LLS  TO  IT  THAT  PtOPU  UNDER  WO*r  UP  T*’’ 

I HEIR  CAPABIIXTXF*I. 

Mf  ''fPpfl’N KATES  WITH  H!  > SWKHS»:%AT tS. 

.! i • . ;h*  laamp:  e cop  »*.s  men  <i.  and  <>#  * am 


Hf  l*  AUAXF  OF  TKF.  STATf  CT  HTS  PKT'S  MORALE  AXD 

r-rc;  ail  nr  can  to  make  it  high. 

wr  SITS  ’Ml  IXAMFLP.  FOR  HIS  PCX  ON  AXD  CRT  DtTY. 

HE  SETS  rti-M  SIANDARX  01  rtAPORMAMCZ. 

Hf  CS?ARl!:MKS  AXD  NAl^iAINS  A HlCi  LEVEL  OF 
DISC  tPl.  INF. 

wr  ICEIPS  me  1NF0R*SED  op  THE  TRUE  SITUATION.  GOOD 
ANi>  Ral.  LBDF.fc  AIL  ; IPCCMSIAXCES . 

H*  U Hi*  *^r'*  APPRW  I AT  ION  WWX  A SUBORDINATES  DOCS 

A » (XSJ  I-JR. 

Kf  S»E>  :•»  n THAT  PF.OPU  UNDER  HIM  WtRlK  LP  TO  THE  I* 
CAJ*ABIUUKS. 

k c h : 1 1*  i:rs  subordinates  in  front  of  (timers. 

Hf  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IX  A POSITIVE  MANNER . 

*.f  KN*  VS  MEN  AID  THU*  CAPABILITIES. 


whort  tail;  i .e  . t MeMavlor  perteUH  to  tw  pwrforwj  nor*  than  U * Mould 


Figure  4 


DISCUSSION 


The  preceding  four  figures  are  direct  answers  to  the  eight  questions 
lv  listed  in  the  introduction.  These  answers  are  based  on  averages  of  large 

groups  of  individuals  in  many  different  jobs  throughout  the  Army.  There- 
fore, they  probably  do  not  fit  exactly  any  one  single  Junior  NCO.  However, 
they  should  be  an  adequate  guide  and  starting  point  for  a Junior  ICO  in 
examining  his  own  leadership.  The  lists  of  shortfalls,  for  example, 
suggest  strongly  to  the  Junior  NCO  areas  where  Junior  NCOs  in  general  are 
not  meeting  expectations  of  their  leaders  and  followers. 

Superior-Subordinate  Roles. 

An  examination  of  the  four  figures  reveals  a striking  similarity 
between  lists  of  behaviors  in  diagonal  corners  of  each  figure.  This 
indicates  that  Junior  NCOs  see  their  superiors  in  much  the  same  way  that 
they,  the  Junior  NCOs,  are  seen  by  their  subordinates;  and  that  superior* 
of  Junior  NCOs  view  the  Junior  NCO  in  the  same  terms  that  Junior  NCOs  see 
their  subordinates.  In  other  words,  the  direction  of  the  perspective, 
either  up  or  down  the  chain  of  consuand,  seems  to  determine  perceptions 
much  more  so  than  does  the  level  of  either  the  perceiver  or  the  individual 
perceived.  This  is  a phenomena  unique  to  virtually  any  hierarchical 
organization.  Such  organizations  require  all  members  other  than  those  at 
the  extreme  top  or  extreme  bottom  of  the  hierarchy  to  fill  two  roles 
simultaneously.  These  two  roles  are  that  of  superior  and  subordinate. 
Military  organizations,  especially,  tend  to  emphasize  the  importance  of 
these  roles  with  visible  symbols  of  rank,  prescribed  or  traditional 
behavior  between  individuals  of  different  rank,  and  the  importance  of 
supervisor-subordinate  relationships.  Therefore,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  two  groups  of  individuals  in  subordinate  roles — Junior  NCOs  looking 
up  the  chain  at  their  bosses,  and  subordinates  of  Junior  NCOs  looking  up 
at  their  Junior  NCO  bosses--shouid  report  much  the  same  behavior  on  the 
part  of  their  respective  inmediate  superiors.  Reference  to  Monograph  # 1, 
Demographic  Characteristics  of  US  Army  Leaders,  also  points  up  the  fact 
that  the  rank  structures  of  Junior  NCOs,  their  superiors  and  subordinates 
contain  considerable  overlap.  It  is  apparent  that  many  Junior  NCOs  work 
for  other  Junior  NCOs.  Thus  the  entire  Junior  NCO  leadership  module  is 
relatively  homogeneous. 

Differences  Between  Superiors  and  Subordinates. 

A major  difference  between  superior  and  subordinate  expectations  is 
apparent  in  Figure  3.  Taking  the  top  five  behaviors  which  superiors 
report  should  be  performed  most  frequently  by  Junior  NCOs  (upper  left), 
three  can  be  classified  as  mission  or  job-related  behaviors — "he  sets 
high  standards  of  performance,"  "he  is  technically  competent  to  perform 
his  duties,"  and  "he  approaches  each  task  in  a positive  manner."  The 
other  two  of  the  top  five  are  communication  related--"he  keeps  me  informed 
of  the  true  situation"  and  "he  is  easy  to  understand."  None  of  the  five 
behaviors  are  directly  welfare  or  people-related.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  top  five  behaviors  which  subordinates  report  should  be  performed  most 
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frequently  by  Junior  NCOs  include  only  one  mission-related  behavior — "he 
is  technically  competent  to  perform  his  duties."  Two  of  the  remaining 
four  are  conmunication-related--"he  is  easy  to  understand"  and  "he  coromni- 
cates  effectively  with  his  subordinates."  The  other  two  behaviors  are 
welfare  or  people -related  items — "he  is  approachable"  and  "he  knows  his 
men  and  their  capabilities." 

Junior  NCOs  looking  at  themselves  appear  to  strike  somewhat  of  a 
balance  between  the  task  expectations  of  their  superiors  and  the  more 
welfare-related  expectations  of  their  subordinates.  The  Junior  NCO's 
top  five  self  expectations  include  three  mi ssf on-related  behaviors--"I  am 
technically  competent  to  perform  my  duties,’’  set  high  standards  of 
performance,"  and  "I  approach  each  task  in  a jositive  manner."  However, 
of  the  two  behaviors  which  tied  for  first  position,  one  is  a welfare, 
people-related  behavior--"!  am  approachable,"  and  one  is  a communication- 
related  behavior — "I  am  easy  to  understand." 

Figure  2 reveals  somewhat  of  a reversed  pattern  when  the  perceived 
frequency  of  actual  behavior  is  the  focus.  In  their  top  five  behaviors, 
superiors  of  Junior  NCOs  list  only  one  mission  behavior--"he  is  technically 
competent  to  perform  his  duties"  while  subordinates  of  Junior  NCOs  list 
three  mission  behaviors  among  their  top  five--"he  is  technically  competent 
to  perform  his  duties,"  "he  assigns  subordinates  to  specific  tasks,"  and 
"he  approaches  each  task  in  a positive  manner." 

This  reversal  is  also  reflected  in  Figure  4,  where  four  of  the  five 
greatest  Junior  NCO  leadership  shortfalls  according  to  superiors  are 
mission-related  behaviors.  No  mission-related  behaviors  are  included 
among  the  five  greatest  Junior  NCO  leadership  shortfalls,  according  to 
subordinates  of  Junior  NCOs. 

The  reversal  discussed  above  would  indicate  that  Junior  NCOs  will 
have  a difficult  job  in  attempting  to  meet  the  expectations  of  both  their 
superiors  and  their  subordinates.  It  would  appear  that  the  only  recourse 
for  the  Junior  NCO  is  to  first  know,  then  continue  to  attempt  to  balance 
the  competing  demands  of  his  superiors  and  of  his  subordinates.  This  is 
not  an  easy  task,  nor  is  it  a comfortable  position  to  be  in. 

The  Junior  NCO  may  have  a greater  "man-in-the-middle"  problem  than 
anv  other  level  of  leadership.  Consideration  01  this  balancing  problem 
should  be  a central  feature  of  Junior  NCO  leadership  development  programs. 
Most  programs  of  instruction  for  NCO  academies  are  designed  by  superiors 
of  NCOs.  Thus  the  P01  content  is  oriented  toward  the  superiors'  view 
of  NCO  leadership.  This  one-sided  emphasis  may  leave  the  NCO  ill-prepared 
to  meet  the  expectations  of  his  subordinates.  Therefore,  on  the  practical 
side,  it  may  be  advisable  to  check  out  NCO  programs  of  instruction  not 
only  with  the  NCO  students  themselves,  but  with  their  subordinates  as  well. 
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A Senior  NCO  has  been  defined  as  an  individual  serving  in  pay  grades 
E-7,  E-8  or  E-9.  Such  individuals  are,  in  general,  professional  soldiers 
and  as  such  have  been  called  the  "backbone  of  the  Army."  Senior  NCO 
leadership  today  is  probably  one  of  the  most  difficult  jobs  in  the  Army. 
The  Senior  NCO  is  the  one  leader  in  the  Army  structure  who  is  truly  the 
"man  in  the  middle."  Below  him  in  the  structure  are  mostly  young, 
relatively  inexperienced,  first  term  enlisted  men  and  Junior  NCOs. 

Above  the  Senior  NCO  in  the  structure  are  mostly  young,  relatively  in- 
experienced, first  term  officers.  Thus  it  is  not  surprising  that  there 
are  considerable  differences  between  how  superiors  and  subordinates  see 
the  Senior  NCO  as  a leader  and  how  he  sees  himself. 

In  this  monograph  we  will  attempt  to  make  explicit  the  three  points 
of  view  of  the  Senior  NCOs,  their  superiors,  and  their  subordinates  — 
as  they  focus  on  Senior  NCO  leadership.  Also  included  are  the  views  of 
Senior  NCOs,  directed  toward  their  superiors  and  subordinates. 

The  information  in  this  monograph  may  be  used  to  answer  the  following 
questions : 


1.  What  are  the  most  important  leadership  behaviors  for  Senior 
NCOs,  according  to  their  superiors,  their  subordinates,  and  the  Senior 
NCOs  themselves? 

2.  What  do  Senior  NCOs  perceive  as  the  most  important  leader- 
ship behaviors  on  the  part  of  their  superiors  and  subordinates? 

3.  Which  leadership  behaviors  do  Senior  NCOs  perform  most 
frequently  according  to  themselves,  their  superiors,  and  their  subordi- 
nates? 


4.  Which  leadership  behaviors  do  Senior  NCOs  believe  their 
superiors  and  their  subordinates  perform  most  frequently? 

5.  Which  leadership  behaviors  should  be  performed  most 
frequently  by  Senior  NCOs  according  to  themselves,  their  superiors,  and 
their  subordinates? 

6.  Which  leadership  behaviors  do  Senior  NCOs  believe  should  be 
performed  most  frequently  by  their  superiors  and  their  subordinates? 

7.  For  which  behaviors  do  superiors,  subordinates,  and  Senior 
NCOs  themselves  see  the  greatest  shortfalls  in  Senior  NCO  leadership? 


JA  sunsnary  of  the  background  and  theoretical  foundations  of  the 
-.tudy  was  included  in  Loth  Monograph  1 and  Monograph  2. 
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8.  For  which  behaviors  do  Senior  NCOs  see  the  greatest  short- 
falls in  their  superiors  and  in  their  subordinates? 

METHODOLOGY 

Summaries  of  several  aspects  of  Senior  NCO  leadership  are  presented 
on  the  following  pages. 

Figure  1 focuses  on  the  leadership  behaviors  seen  as  most  important 
by  Senior  NCOs,  by  superiors  of  Senior  NCOs,  and  by  subordinates  of 
Senior  HCOs.  In  Figure  1,  as  in  each  of  the  figures  to  follow,  there  are 
three  lists  which  reflect  the  views  of  Senior  HCOs.  These  are  (1)  the 
Senior  NCO's  view  of  his  own  leadership  in  the  center;  (2)  the  Senior  NCO' 8 
view  of  the  leadership  of  his  superior  in  the  upper  right;  and  (3)  the 
Senior  NCO's  view  of  the  leadership  of  his  i&aediate  subordinates  in  the 
lower  right.  The  other  two  lists  are  (4)  the  views  of  immediate  superiors 
of  Senior  NOOs  in  the  upper  left;  and  (5)  the  views  of  isnediate  subordi- 
nates of  Senior  NOOs  in  the  lower  left,  both  describing  the  leadership  of 
Senior  HCOs. 

Figure  2 focuses  on  the  leadership  behaviors  which  are  done  or 
displayed  most  frequently.  As  in  Figure  1,  five  lists  are  presented. 

This  figure  is  basically  a description  of  perceived  leadership  behavior. 

On  the  left  side  of  Figure  2 are  descriptions  of  Senior  NCO  leadership, 
as  perceived  by  superiors  of  Senior  NCOs  and  by  subordinates  of  Senior 
NOOs,  In  the  center  of  the  figure  is  the  Senior  NOO's  description  of 
himself  and  at  the  right  his  description  of  his  superior  and  his  subordi- 
nate. 

Figure  3 focuses  on  the  leadership  behaviors  which  individuals  feel 
should  be  done  or  displayed  most  frequently.  The  five  lists  in  Figure  3 
are  basically  expectations  or  lists  of  desired  behavior.  On  the  left  of 
the  figure  are  listed  the  behaviors  which  superiors  and  subordinates 
expect  or  desire  most  frequently  from  Senior  NCOs.  In  the  center  are  the 
Senior  NOO's  expectations  of  himself,  and  on  the  right  are  the  behaviors 
which  he  expects  from  his  superior  and  the  behaviors  which  he  expects 
from  his  subordinates. 

Figure  4 focuses  on  potential  problem  areas  or  shortfalls.  Shortfall 
has  beet  defined  as  the  difference  between  how  frequently  a behavior  is 
done  or  displayed  and  how  frequently  it  should  be  done,  multiplied  or 
weighted  by  the  ixportance  of  the  behavior.  As  a mathematical  formula, 
shortfall  can  be  represented  as  below: 

shortfall  “/Expected  or  - Actual  or  per-  \ * Importance 
v deal red  frequency  ceived  frequency/ 

the  concept  of  shortfall  combines  ell  three  of  the  aspects  of 
leadership  presented  in  Figures  l,  2,  and  3.  The  basic  ides  of  this 
concept  Is  that  if  an  individual  feels  that,  for  example,  his  superior 
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should  always  be  easy  Co  understand  but  in  feet  perceives  hla  es  seldom 
easy  to  understand,  then  a problem  of  shortfall  exists.  If  the  individual 
feel*  .hat  being  easy  to  understand  is  not  an  important  behavior,  then  this 
problem  is  probably  not  very  serious.  However,  if  the  individual  feela 
Chat  being  easy  to  understand  is  very  important  (as  did  most  of  the 
individuals  in  the  study),  then  the  problem  is  serious  and  demands 
corrective  action. 

The  largest  shortfalls  in  Senior  NCO  leadership  behavior  as  seen  by 
superiors  and  subordinates  are  listed  on  the  left  of  Figure  A.  The 
largest  shortfalls  in  their  own  leadership  behavior  as  seen  by  Senior  NCOS 
themselves  are  in  the  center,  and  the  largest  shortfalls  which  Senior  NCOs 
see  in  their  superiors  and  subordinates  are  listed  on  the  right. 


t 
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LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  THAT  ARE  SEEN  TO  8E  MOST  IMPORTANT 


f 

V ^ 


Superiors'  View  of  Sr.  NCOs 


1.  nr  atr?  hi  informed  or  the  true  situatkw.  coco 

AND  SAD,  non  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

2.  K£  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  OITIES. 
J.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OP  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 

DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  HAH  IT  HICK. 

4.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  JO  AJO  THEIR  CAPA* ILITIES. 

5.  HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

6.  HE  CatMIlCATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES 

7.  HE  ESTABLISHES  AMD  KA1XTAIXS  A HICH  LEVEL  OF 

DISCIPLINE. 

B.  HE  LETS  THE  KEPBEXS  OT  HIS  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 

9 HE  IS  WILLINC  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 

10.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASX  IS  A POSITIVE  MANSER. 


Sr.  NCOs'  View  of  Superiors 


1 HE  IS  WILLINC  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

2.  HE  PEEPS  HE  INFORMED  Or  THE  TRUE  SITUATION.  COOD 

AND  BAS,  UN  ICR  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

3.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UHIT'S  MORALE  AND 

DOCS  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  HAKE  IT  HICH. 

4.5.  HE  IS  TECWICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 
4.5.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  KEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

6.  RE  ESTABLISHES  AND  MAINTAINS  A HICH  LEVEL  OF 

DISCIPLINE. 

7.  HE  CCMMUN I CAT  ES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 
B.  HE  SCTS  HU.H  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

9.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

10.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 


Subordinates'  View  of  Sr.  NCOs 


II.  HE  IS  WILLIW  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

:.  HE  WOWS  HIS  KEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES 
).  HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION.  COCO 
AND  BAD.  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES, 
q 4.  a IS  AUAJtE  or  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 
DOES  AU.  HE  CAN  TO  MAC  IT  HICH. 

5.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 
6.  HE  CQffUNI CATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES 
7.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  USDfXSTAND. 

8.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

9.  HE  LETS  THE  HDQERS  OF  HIS  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  OT  THDf. 

10  HI  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  KANNfR. 


Sr.  NCOS'  View  of  Subordinates 


1.  HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TILT  SITUATION.  G«X> 

AND  BAD.  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES- 

2.  HE  IS  TEUOnCALLY  CCHPETENT  TO  PEA  FORI  HIS  DUTIES. 

3.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 

DOCS  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HICH. 
i.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  KEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

5.5  HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

5.5  HE  ESTABLISHES  AND  MAINTAINS  A HICH  LEVEL  OF 

discipline. 

HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IS  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

8.  HE  SCTS  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  HIS  KEN  ON  AND  OFF  DUTY. 

9.  HE  CCWCNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  V’TH  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 

10.  HE  DISTORTS  REPORTS  TO  MAKE  HiS  UNIT  LOOK  SETTER. 


Figure  : 
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LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  THAT  ARE  DONE  OR  DISPLAYED  MOST  OFTEN 


Superiors'  View  of  Sr.  NCOs 


1.  RE  *1  TECHNICALLY  CCKPETCMT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DOTIES. 

2.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

i-  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IS  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

HE  ASSIGNS  UfffDXATE  SUBORDINATES  TO  SPECIFIC  TASKS. 
5.  HE  LETS  THE  "EMBERS  Of  HIS  UNIT  R5KV  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 

t.  HE  SETS  HICK  STANDARDS  Of  PERFORMANCE. 

?.  HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 

*.  HE  IS  UILLI5C  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 

9.  H£  Is:  £AS/  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

10.  HE  IC90US  HIS  !*EN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 


Sr.  NCOs*  View  of  Superiors 


1.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

2.  PE  IS  TTCKSICALLY  COKPCTENT  TO  PERFORM  KXS  WJTIES. 

3.  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  I*  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

4.  >(E  TS  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 

5.  Hi  CCPSftTJl  CAT  £S  EFFECT I VTLY  WITH  HIS  SUSORDINAT  ES . 
A HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

7.  H£  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  HIS  KEN  ON  AND  OFT  DUTY. 

S.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

9.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  KULALE  AND 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  70  MAKE  IT  HICK. 

10.  HE  TAKES  APPROPRIATE  ACTIO.  ON  HIS  OWN. 


It 


Sr.  NCOs'  View  of  Themselves 


1 . z tat  vrtLzx  ro  svthxt  *r  mannATts. 

2.  Z Alt  tmOtCMMVt. 

3.  i ak  TBaencAiXT  cownw  to  retrcuM  ri  «.n:ts. 

4.  i jet  mca  stjukvuux  or  raurauwicz. 

i >.  i take  UEUnurt  ACTION  ON  Mr  OWN. 

5.5.  I Amour*  EACH  TASK  IN  A M8ITIVE  MAXND. 

1.5.  I JEt  THAT  SSNOKHNATH  SATE  THE  NATSXIAU  1 KEY 

StH>  TO  WHUt  WIN. 

7.5.  I AH  AWAKE  or  THE  STATE  or  Mr  UNIT'S  HOULE  AND 

DO  ALL  l CAN  TO  HAKE  IT  HICH. 

»-  I UT  THE  *H»«SS  or  Mf  OHTT  WOW  WHAV  IS  nKCTEK 

or  rsci. 

■0.  I KV*  nr  >C*  AND  THEHt  CAFABILITXES. 


Subordinates’  View  of  Sr.  NCOs 


Sr.  NCOs'  View  of  Subordinates 


HC  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PErFTPJ*  KTS  WTTIES. 

2.  HE  15  A PV?  OATHABLE. 

HE  IS  WILL.NC  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 

4.5.  HE  KNCWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

4.5.  Hi  ASSIGNS  .^MEDIATE  SUBORDINATES  TO  SPECIFIC  TASKS. 

HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  KIS  SUBORDINATES . 

7.  HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  Of  PERFORMANCE. 

HE  SEES  THAT  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE  MATERIALS  ~HT!f 
NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  Cr  HIS  UNIT  UW  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  Of  7H*M. 

HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IS  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 


1.  HE  1$  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  KI5  DUTIES. 

2.  KF  :r-  APPROACHABLE. 

3.  HE  IS  WILLINC  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

4.  HE  CC*t®NTCATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  KIS  SUBORDINATES. 

5.  HE  IS  FASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

f . APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  TN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

T HF  SLtS  THAT  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE  MATERIALS  THEY 
NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

«.  HE  SETS  HIGH  STANDARDS  Of  PERFORMANCE. 
i.  HE  KN (Vi  HIS  MEN  AMD  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

10.  HE  rr.zrs  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  COOT)  AND 
BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 


figure  2 
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LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  THAT  SHOULD  BE  DONE  OR  DISPLAYED  MOST  OFTEN 


Superiors'  View  of  Sr.  NCOs 


Sr.  NCOs'  Viewcf  Superiors 


HE  SETS  HICS  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 
HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OF  HIS  CHIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 

HE  COMOINICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 
HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  GOOD 
AND  SAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES . 

HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

HE  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  POR  HIS  MEN  ON  AND  OFF  DUTY. 

HE  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 


HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HIGH. 

HE  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  TOR  HIS  MEN  UN  AND  OFF  DUTY. 

HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFJRM  HIS  DUTIES. 
HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER 
HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 
HE  KNOWS  HIS  KEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

HE  IS  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TPUT.  SITUATION,  COOD 
AND  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 


Si'.  NCOs'  View  of  Themselves 


I SET  HIGH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

I SET  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  MY  MEN  ON  AND  OFT  DUTY. 

I AM  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MY  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND  DO 
ALL  I CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HICH. 

I AM  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

I AM  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  MY  DUTIES. 

1 APPROACH  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

1 AM  APPROACHABLE 

I KNOW  MY  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

I COmUNICATE  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HY  SUBORDINATES. 

I LET  THE  MEMBERS  OF  HY  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS  EXPECTED 
OF  THEH. 


Subordinates'  View  of  Sr.  NCOs 


Sr.  NCOs'  View  of  Subordinates 


1 . HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

2.  HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  CCKPETENY  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 

3.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

4.5.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

4.5.  HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 
6.5  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

6.5.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STArE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 

DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HICH. 

8.  HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

9.  HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OF  HIS  UNIT  WOW  WHAT  IS 

EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 

10.  HE  IS  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 


HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  COOD 
AND  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

HE  SET*  i’HE  EXAMPLE  FOR  HIS  MEN  ON  AND  OFF  DUTY. 

HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HIS  DUTIES. 
HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HIGH. 

HE  COWVNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 
HE  IS  EASY  70  UNDERSTAND. 

HF  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

HE  LETS  THE  MFMRERS  OF  HIS  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  01  THEM 
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LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  HAVING  THE  HIGHEST  S H_0_R T F A L L 


Superiors'  View  of  Sr.  NCOs 


Sr.  NCOS'  View  of  Superiors 


I 1.  Hr  IS  AWAUf  or  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  IWIT'S  HORALF  UID 
I POES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  HAKE  IT  HIGH. 

I . ME  SEES  TO  IT  THAT  PEOPLE  HNDEA  HIM  WOKE  UP  TO  THEIR 

CAPABILITIES. 

J.  HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  Of  THE  TRUt  SITUATION,  pot* 

AND  BAD.  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

*4.  HE  CRITICIZES  SUBORDINATES  IN  FRONT  OF  OTHESS. 

5.  HE  SETS  HIGH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

6.  he  lkts  the  members  or  ms  unit  know  what  is 

EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 

7.  HE  COPttVNTCATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

8.  HF.  EXPRESSES  APPRECIATION  WHO  A SUBORDINATE  DOES 

A GOOD  JOB. 

9.  HK  CONSTRUCTIVELY  CRITICIZES  POOR  PERFORMANCE. 

10.  HE  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  HIS  MEN  ON  AND  OFF  DUTY. 


1.  HF.  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  Hi S UNIT’S  MORALE  AND 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HIGH. 
n.  ME  ESTABLISHES  AND  MAINTAINS  A H1CH  LEVEL  OF 
DISC  I PUNE. 

1.  HF.  SEES  TO  IT  THAT  PEOPLE  UNDER  HIM  WORK  UP  TO  THEIR 
CAPABILITIES. 

4.  HE  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  HIS  MEN  ON  AND  OFF  DUTY. 

"».  HF  KEF  PS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  GOOD  AND 
BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

*6.  HF  CRITICIZES  SUBORDINATES  IN  FRONT  OK  OTHERS. 

7.  HE  SETS  HIGH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

8.  HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OF  HI 5 UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS 

EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 

9.  HE  SEEKS  ADDITIONAL  AND  MORE  IMPORTANT  RESPONSIBIL- 

ITIES. 

10.  HE  CONS fRUCT I VF.LY  CRITICIZES  POOR  PERFORMANCE. 


Sr.  NCOs'  View  at  Themselves 


l.  I AM  F.ASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

*2.  1 AM  SELFISH. 

*3.  I CRITICIZE  SUBORDINATES  IN  FRONT  OF  OTHERS. 

4.  I SEE  TO  IT  THAT  PEOPLE  UNDER  Mi:  WORK  UP  TO  THEIR 

CAPABILITIES. 

5.  I KNOW  MY  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

6.  1 AM  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MY  UNIT’S  MORALE  AND  DO 

ALL  I CAN  TO  MAKE!  IT  HICK. 

*7.  I MAKE  IT  DIFFICULT  FOR  MY  SUBORDINATES  TO  USE 
INITIATIVE. 

8.  I APPROACH  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

*9.  I ESTABLISH  AND  MAINTAIN  A HIGH  LEVEL  OF  DISCIPLINE. 
10.  I SET  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  MY  MEN  ON  AND  OFF  DUTY. 


Subordinates'  View  of  Sr.  NCOs 


1.  HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  10RALF  AND 

DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MARE  IT  HIGH. 

2.  HE  STANDS  UP  FOR  HIS  SUBORDINATES  EVEN  THOUGH  IT 

MAKES  HIM  UNPOPULAR  WITH  HIS  SUPERIOR. 

*).  HE  CRITICIZES  SUBORDINATES  IN  FRONT  OF  OTHERS . 

4.  HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  COOO 

AIO  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

5.  HF  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

6.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

7.  HE  EXPRESSES  APPRECIATION  WHEN  A SUBORDINATE  DOES  A 

GOOD  JOB, 

8.  HE  SEES  TO  IT  THAT  PEOPLE  UNDER  HIM  Wf#K  UP  TO  THEIR 

CAPABILITIES. 

*.  hf  thoughtful  and  considerate  or  others. 

: ).  HE  1 S WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  L CHORD  IHAIF.S. 


Sr.  NCOs’  View  of  Subordinates 


1.5.  HR  KEEPS  MF.  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  GOOD 
AND  HAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

1.5.  HE  SEES  TO  IT  THAT  PEOPLE  UNDER  HIM  WORK  UP  TO 
THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

3.  HF.  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT’S  MORALE  AND 
DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HICH. 

*4.  HF.  ESTABLISHES  AND  MAINTAINS  A HICH  LEVEL  OF 
DISCIPLINE. 

5.  HE  KNOWS  HIS  MKN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

h.  HF.  CONSTRUCTIVELY  CRITICIZES  POOR  PERFORMANCE. 

*7.  HE  CRITICIZES  SUBORDINATES  IN  FRONT  OF  OTHERS. 

8.  HE  STANDS  Ur  FOR  HIS  SUBORDINATES  EVEN  THOUGH  IT 
MAKES  HIM  UNPOPULAR  WITH  HIS  SUPERIOR. 

V.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

10.  HF  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OF  HIS  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS 
KXFMiTI.D  of  turn. 


■;e(j3tiv;-  shortfall;  i.  e . a behavior  perceived  to  lie  performed  more  than  it  should  be. 


Figure  4 
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DISCUSSION 


The  preceding  four  figures  are  direct  answers  to  the  eight 
questions  listed  ir.  the  introduction.  These  answers  are  based  on  averages 
of  large  groups  of  individuals  in  many  different  jobs  throughout  the  Army. 
Therefore  they  probably  do  not  fit  exactly  any  one  single  Senior  NCO. 
However,  they  should  be  an  adequate  guide  and  starting  point  for  a Senior 
NCO  who  wants  to  examine  and  improve  his  own  leadership.  The  list  of 
shortfalls,  in  particular,  should  be  of  interest  to  anyone  concerned  with 
the  continual  improvement  of  NCO  leadership. 

Superior-Subordinate  Roles. 

In  Monograph  #3,  Junior  NCO  Leadership,  it  was  noted  that  Junior  NCOs 
tended  to  view  their  subordinates  in  much  the  same  way  that  they,  the 
Junior  NCOS,  were  viewed  by  their  superiors.  Also  Junior  NCOs  viewed 
their  superiors  similarly  to  the  way  they,  the  Junior  NCOs,  were  viewed  by 
their  subordinates.  This  finding  is  also  true  of  Senior  NCOs.  In  all 
four  figures,  there  is  marked  similarity  between  the  lists  in  diagonal 
corners  of  the  page.  This  again  points  up  the  importance  of  the  per- 
spective, point  of  view,  or  role  from  which  leadership  is  perceived. 
Subordinates  across  levels  tend  to  see  their  bosses  in  a consistent 
fashion,  and  superiors  across  levels  see  their  subordinates  in  a con- 
sistent fashion. 

This  finding  is  discussed  in  more  depth  in  Monograph  #3,  Junior 
NCO  Leadership. 

Senior  NCO  Leadership  Shortfalls. 

Figure  4 reveals  that  superiors  of  Senior  NCOs  and  subordinates  of 
Senior  NCOs  agree  on  the  number  one  shortfall  in  Senior  NCO  leadership. 
This  is  "being  aware  of  the  state  of  his  unit's  morale  and  doing  all  he 
can  to  make  it  high."  This  behavior  also  appears  on  both  the  superiors’ 
and  subordinates'  licts  of  most  important  leadership  behaviors  (Figure  1) 
and  on  the  subordinates'  list  of  behaviors  which  Senior  NCOs  should  do 
most  often  (Figure  3).  Although  this  behavior  is  one  of  the  10  behaviors 
which  Senior  NCOs  report  they  do  most  often  (Figure  2),  it  is  recognized 
by  the  Senior  NCOs  themselves  as  a major  problem  area.  It  is  seen  by  the 
Senior  NCOs  as  their  sixth  largest  shortfall  area.  Obviously,  this  is 
an  area  where  Senior  NCOs  should  concentrate  their  efforts.  Morale  is  a 
highly  complex  area  and  one  in  which  problems  are  not  easily  solved. 
Therefore,  this  problem  should  not  be  "pushed  off"  on  the  Senior  NCO. 

All  persons  involved,  both  superiors  and  subordinates  alike,  mu3t  share 
in  the  responsibility  for  morale  and  in  attempts  to  improve  early 
recognition  of  morale  problems  and  their  solution. 

Senior  NCOS  see  their  own  greatest  shortfall  in  "being  easy  to 
understand."  This  behavior  is  not  seen  as  a major  problem  area  by 
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superiors  of  Senior  NCOs  and  ranks  only  sixth  according  to  subordinates 
of  Senior  NCOs.  Thus  it  would  appear  that  Senior  NCOs  may  be  doing  a 
better  job  in  this  area  than  they  believe.  However,  understanding  between 
the  professional  soldier  and  entry  level  personnel,  both  officer  and 
enlisted,  will  always  be  important. 

Senior  NCOs  also  believe  that  they  are  considerably  more  selfish 
than  they  should  be.  While  this  is  probably  true  of  all  of  us,  it 
should  be  pointed  out  that  this  problem  is  not  seen  by  either  superiors  or 
subordinates  of  Senior  NCOs. 

Senior  NCOs,  along  with  their  superiors  and  their  subordinates,  do 
agree  that  a major  shortfall  in  Senior  NCO  leadership  is  that  too  often 
Senior  NCOs  "criticize  their  subordinates  in  front  of  others."  This  is  a 
problem  which  could  be  corrected  fairly  easily,  since  all  parties 
involved,  including  the  Senior  NCO,  agree  that  criticism  of  subordinates 
in  front  of  others  is  overdone  by  the  Senior  NCO. 

The  final  area  to  be  singled  out  in  this  discussion  of  Senior  NCO 
shortfall  rs  a highly  important  area  from  the  point  of  view  of  both 
superiors  and  subordinates.  This  area  of  leadership  behavior  is,  "he 
keeps  i--  informed  of  the  true  situation,  good  or  bad,  under  all 
circumstances."  Both  superiors  and  subordinates  see  a major  shortfall  in 
this  area.  However,  Senior  NCOs  appear  to  be  relatively  unaware  of  the 
problem.  Therefore,  Senior  NCOs  in  general  should  perhaps  put  extra  effort 
into  insuring  that  both  their  superiors  and  their  subordinates  are  kept 
informed.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  Senior  NCOs  see  this  particular 
behavior  as  the  largest  shortfall  in  the  behavior  of  their  subordinates, 
and  the  fifth  largest  shortfall  on  the  part  of  their  superiors. 


MONOGRAPH  # 5:  COMPANY  GRADE  OFFICER  LEADERSHIP 


In  this  study,  individuals  serving  in  grades  0-1,  0-2,  and  0-3  have 
been  classified  as  Company  Grade  Officers.  Monograph  # 1,  Demographic 
Characteristics  of  Army  Leaders,  describes  the  demographic  breakout  of  the 
three  officer  samples  (Company  Grade  Officers,  their  superiors,  and  their 
subordinates)  upon  which  the  information  in  this  monograph  is  based. 

General  Bruce  C.  Clarke  (USA-Ret.)  has  observed  on  several  occasions 
that  "leadership"  is  analogous  to  leading  a horse  by  the  bridle--the  leader 
is  out  in  front  and  the  horse  follows;  "cocmandership"  is  analogous  to  a 
rider  in  the  saddle — there  is  still  direct  contact  between  the  rider  and 
mount,  however,  the  horse  is  guided  by  commands  from  the  rider;  and  finally, 
that  "generalship"  is  analogous  to  a driver  with  reins  and  a whip  riding 
behind  the  horse  in  a sulky.  In  General  Clarke's  model,  it  is  interesting 
to  note  that  Company  Grade  Off icers--primarily  lieutenants--f ill  the  only 
commissioned  officer  position  specifically  designated  as  a "leader,"  i.e., 
"Platoon  Leader."  Also  Company  Grade  Off icers--primarily  captains — 
typically  fill  the  initial  or  lowest  "consnander"  position,  i.e.,  Company 
Commander. 

This  uniqueness  of  the  Company  Grade  Officer  may  be  important  for 
several  reasons.  First,  it  is  at  the  Company  Grade  Officer  level  that 
most  actual  face-to-face  leadership  takes  place.  Second,  this  level  is 
the  interface  between  the  officer  corps  and  the  enlisted  soldier.  Third, 
it  is  during  the  company  grade  years  that  an  officer's  style  and  technique 
of  leadership  is  developed.  Fourth,  during  this  period  the  young  officer 
must  make  the  transition  from  "leader"  to  "commander."  And  fifth,  if  the 
informal  contract  between  the  enlisted  soldier  and  the  Army  is  going  to 
work,  (and,  with  volunteer  sustainment,  it  must)  the  Company  Grade  Officer 
who  administers  this  contract  must  be  aware  of  the  expectations  and 
perceptions  of  his  subordinates.  The  Company  Grade  Officer  is,  in  effect, 
the  critical,  chief  negotiator  for  the  informal  contract.  This  monograph 
focuses  on  these  expectations  and  perceptions  as  well  as  the  expectations 
of  Company  Grade  Officers  themselves  and  the  expectations  of  superiors  of 
Company  Grade  Officers.  The  information  in  this  monograph  may  be  used  to 
answer  many  questions  such  as  the  following: 

1.  What  are  the  most  important  leadership  behaviors  for  the 
Company  Grade  Officer  from  the  point  of  view  of  their  superiors,  their 
subordinates,  and  the  Company  Grade  Officers  themselves? 

2.  What  do  Company  Grade  Officers  perceive  as  the  most  important 
leadership  behaviors  on  the  part  of  their  superiors  and  subordinates? 

3.  Which  leadership  behaviors  do  Company  Grade  Officers  perform 
r display  most  frequently,  according  to  themselves , their  superiors,  and 

fheir  subordinates? 
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4.  Which  leadership  behaviors  do  Company  Grade  Officers  believe 
their  superiors  and  their  subordinates  perform  or  display  most  frequently? 

5.  Which  leadership  behaviors  should  be  performed  or  displayed 
most  frequently  by  Company  Grade  Officers  according  to  themselves,  their 
superiors,  and  their  subordinates? 

6.  Which  leadership  behaviors  do  Company  Grade  Officers  believe 
should  be  performed  most  frequently  by  their  superiors  and  their 
subordinates? 

7.  For  which  leadership  behaviors  do  superiors,  subordinates, 
and  Company  Grade  Officers  themselves  see  the  greatest  shortfalls  in 
Company  Grade  Officer  leadership? 

8.  For  which  leadership  behaviors  do  Company  Grade  Officers  see 
the  greatest  shortfalls  in  their  superiors  and  in  their  subordinates? 

METHODOLOGY 

On  the  following  pages  are  presented  summaries  of  several  aspects  of 
Company  Grade  Officer  leadership. 

Figure  1 focuses  on  the  leadership  behaviors  seen  as  most  important 
by  Company  Grade  Officers  themselves,  by  superiors  of  Company  Grade  Officers 
and  by  subordinates  of  Company  Grade  Officers.  In  Figure  1.  as  in  each  of 
the  figures  to  follow,  there  are  five  lists  of  leadership  behaviors.  Three 
lists  reflect  the  views  of  Company  Grade  Officers.  These  are:  (1)  the 

Company  Grade  Officer's  view  of  his  own  leadership  in  the  center;  (2)  the 
Company  Grade  Officer's  view  of  the  leadership  of  his  superior  in  the  upper 
right;  and  (3)  the  Company  Grade  Officer's  view  of  the  leadership  of  his 
immediate  subordinates  in  the  lower  right.  The  other  two  lists  in  the 
figures  are:  (4)  the  views  of  inmediate  superiors  of  Company  Grade  Officers 

in  the  upper  left;  and  (5)  the  views  of  immediate  subordinates  of  Company 
Grade  Officers  in  the  lower  left,  with  superiors  and  subordinates  both 
describing  the  leadership  of  Company  Grade  Officers. 

Figure  2 focuses  on  the  leadership  behaviors  which  are  done  or 
displayed  most  frequently.  As  in  Figure  1,  five  lists  are  presented. 

This  figure  is  basically  a description  of  perceived  leadership  behavior. 

On  the  left  side  of  Figure  2 are  descriptions  of  Company  Grade  Officer 
leadership  as  perceived  by  superiors  of  Company  Grade  Officers  and  by 
subordinates  of  Company  Grade  Officers.  In  the  center  of  the  figure  is  the 
Company  Grade  Officer's  description  of  himself  and  at  the  right  his 
description  of  his  superior  and  his  subordinate. 

Figure  3 focuses  on  the  leadership  behaviors  which  individuals  feel 
should  be  done  most  frequently.  The  five  lists  in  Figure  3 are  basically 
expectations  or  lists  of  desired  behavior.  On  the  left  of  th'  figure  are 
listed  the  behaviors  which  superiors  and  subordinates  expect  or  desire 
most  frequently  from  Company  Grade  Officers.  In  the  center  are  the 
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Company  Grade  Officer's  expectations  of  himself  and  on  the  right  the 
behaviors  which  he  expects  from  his  superior  and  the  behaviors  which  he 
expects  from  his  subordinates. 

Figure  4 focuses  on  potential  problem  areas  or  shortfalls.  Shortfall 
has  been  defined  here  as  the  difference  between  how  frequently  a behavior 
is  done  and  how  frequently  it  should  be  done,  weighted  by  the  importance 
of  the  behavior.  As  a mathematical  formula,  shortfall  can  be  represented 
as  below: 

shortiaii  =/T>:pected  or  - Actual  or  per-  \ x Importance 

Vdesired  frequency  ceived  frequency/ 

The  concept  of  shortfall  combines  all  three  of  the  aspects  of  leader- 
ship presented  in  Figures  1,  2,  and  3.  The  basic  idea  of  this  concept  is 
that  if  an  individual  feels  that,  for  example,  his  superior  should  always 
be  easy  to  understand  but  in  fact  perceives  him  as  seldom  easy  to  under- 
stand, a problem  exists.  If  the  individual  feels  that  being  easy  to 
understar-4  is  not  an  important  behavior,  then  this  problem  is  probably  not 
very  serious.  However,  if  the  individual  feels  that  being  easy  to  under- 
stand is  very  important  (as  did  most  of  the  individuals  in  the  study)  then 
the  problem  is  very  serious  and  demands  corrective  action. 

The  largest  shortfalls  in  Company  Grade  Officer  leadership  behavior 
as  seen  by  superiors  and  subordinates  are  listed  on  the  left  of  Figure  4. 

The  largest  shortfalls  in  their  own  leadership  behavior  as  seen  by  Company 
Grade  Officers  themselves  are  in  the  center  and  the  largest  shortfalls 
which  Company  Grade  Officers  see  in  their  superiors  and  in  their  subordinates 
are  listed  on  the  right. 
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LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  THAT  ARE  SEEN  TO  BE  MOST  IMPORTANT 


Superiors’  View  of  Company  Grade  Officers 


Company  Grade  Officers’  View  of  Superiors 


1.  nt  ran  wr  ixfcajcd  or  the  true  situation,  coco 

JUTD  UO.  UNDO  ALL  CIBCONfTANCES . 

2.  n sro  me*  standards  or  polpcaxancz. 

1.5.  BE  D*0W5  K2S  *X  AXD  TKEII  CAPABILITIES. 

3.5.  MI  IS  TECHNICALLY  CCKPCTtirr  TO  PEATY**  KIS  DUTIES. 

5.  BE  IS  AUARC  Or  THE  STATE  Or  KIS  WIT'S  MORALE  AXD 

DOES  ALL  BE  CAM  TO  MAKE  IT  KICK. 

6.  Kt  C£m.in CATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  KIS  SUBORDINATES . 

7.  HE  ESTABLISHES  AXD  MAIXIAlXS  A KICK  UVTl.  Of 

OISCirLtME. 

I 5.  HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  Of  KIS  WIT  WO*  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  Or  THEM. 

8.5  HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IS'  A POSITIVE  KAXXE*. 

10.  HE  SCIS  THE  EXAMPLE  TO*  HIS  KZX  ON  AXD  OFF  DUTY. 


HZ  IS  UILLINC  TO  SUPPORT  KIS  SUBORDIJEATES. 

HE  IS  TECWICALLT  CCKmOTT  TO  PERFORM  KXS  DUTIES. 
HE  CCMRMttCATtS  EPFBCTTVELY  WITH  KIS  SUBORDINATES . 
KZ  dOtfS  KIS  KEN  AMD  THZDl  CAPAS  I U TIES. 

HE  IS  AWAJUL  OT  TKS  STATE  OT  KIS  WIT'S  HCKALE  AMD 
LOTS  ALL  HE  CAM  TO  MAKE  IT  KICK. 

HE  KEEPS  KZ  INFORMED  CT  THE  TRUE  SITUATION.  COCO 
AND  BAD,  UNDO  41  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

RE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

HE  LETS  THE  HEPBERS  OT  JIS  WIT  WOW  WHAT  IS 
EXPECTED  or  THEM. 

HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND 

HE  SETS  KICK  STANDARDS  OT  PERFORMANCE. 


Company  Grade  Officers*  View  of  Themselves 


1 Ah  TtCWICAUr  COdtTEXT  to  tajam  nr  DOTIES-  I 

2 

I OOMCKICATl  trTCTSVrLY  WITH  HI  SOTOHDIKATES.  | 

3. 

l AM  UILLINC  TO  SUPPORT  *Y  S UB  CADI  MAT  ES . 

1 

4. 

I tJtOW  KT  KOI  AhD  THEtR  CAPABILITIES . 

1 

5. 

I AM  AWARE  or  TKE  STATE  Of  KY  WIT'S  H3AALI  AXD  DO  H 

ALL  I CAN  TO  MAKE  IT  HICH. 

1 

*>. 

I LET  THE  MEMBERS  OF  KY  UNIT  WV  WHAT  IS 

E^fTCTED  I 

Of  THEM. 

1 

7. 

I AM  FAST  TO  WC  ERST  AXD 

J 

8 

I srr  HICH  STAMIkUlD6  CF  PERFORMANCE 

9. 

i express  APrtttiATlOH  uhoi  a sisosowstr 

DOCS  A 

coco  ;« 

10. 

I AM  APPROACHABLE 

Subordinates’  View  of  Company  Grade  Officers 


Company  Grade  Officers*  View  of  Subordinates 


1.  RE  IS  UILLINC  TO  SUPPORT  KIS  SUBORDlkA’CS . 

2.5,  KZ  IS  AWARE  OF  TW  STATE  OF  HIS  WIT'S  HOik'JL  AXD 

DOCS  ALL  HE  CAM  TO  KAtt  IT  HICH 

2 5 US  KEEPS  HE  INFCRTO  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATIT.  COOC 
AMD  BAD.  WDn  ALL  CIRCOCTA.MCE2 
4 RE  OKVS  HIS  MCN  AXD  TKEU  CAPABILITIES. 

5.5.  HE  CCMftMICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES 

5.5.  KE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COKTZTOa  TO  ERF  CAM  HIS  DUTIES 

7.  KZ  IS  EASY  TO  WDDBTAXD. 

8.5.  HE  SETS  KICK  STANDARDS  OT  PERFORMANCE. 

8.5.  HL  IS  APPROACHABLE 

10.  HZ  LETS  THE  HEMS  CAS  Of  KIS  UNIT  KXOV  WHAT  I* 
EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 


1 to  IS  rtCKUCALLY  CCttPFTEXT  *0  PERFORM  KIS  DttUKS. 

2 'fiZ  HITS  KZ  I STORMED  Of  THE  TAlS  SITUATION,  COOO 

AMD  BAD,  Ur.-JEE  ALL  ClRCIftCTAMCES 
J HE  SETS  HICH  STANDARDS  Of  PERFORMANCE. 

4 *1 Z His  MI?1 * * * * * 7 * * 10  AXD  THC1*  CAPABILITIES. 

■».  HE  COBOW  I CATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

h to  IS  AWARE  OF  THF  STATE  C W KIS  WIT'S  IKfcAlX  AMD 

DOCS  ALL  KL  C/M  .9  MAKE  IT  KlC.I- 

7 mf  lets  >w  t&oas  cr  kis  wit  rxtv  what  is 
effected  or  tkji 

« HI  AFPROftCKTS  IATH  TAStf  IS  A POSITIVE  MMNER. 

P.5.  HI  IS  FA5Y  TO  LVDERSTAXD. 

9 5 SI  FSTAat'.SVOS  AXD  HA  I XT  A I XS  A HICH  LEVEL  Or 

Disrir-ixt 


Figur*  I 

5-5 


.•*ivua,n»5«  ,,,1^ 


HADE  H SHIP  BEHAVIORS  THAI  API  DONE  OR  DISPLAYED  MOST  OFTEN 


Superiors'  View  of  Company  Grade  Officers 


Company  Grade  Officers'  View  of  Superiors 


1.  HT  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

2.  HP  IS  TECHNICALLY  CCKPrmcT  VO  PERFORM  His  DUTIES. 

3.  Kt  13  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

4.  Ht  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK,  lit  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

3.  HE  COfttWTCATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HI*  SUBORDtJU:  IS 
6.  HE  IS  EAST  TO  UNDOlSIAKD. 

8.  Ht  KNOWS  HIS  HT*  AND  TKETK  CAPABILITIES. 

8.  HE  KEEPS  ML  IHPOWltD  Of  TAl  TRUE  SITUATION , OXX) 
AND  SAD.  UNDO  ALL  C I RCUMSTANC 13  . 

8.  HE  SETS  THE  UCA.HPLE  FOR  MIS  HT*  L*  A JO  Of?  DOTY. 
10.  Ht  SttS  THAT  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  IKE  HAT  DIALS  THEY 
SEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 


1.  HE  15  APFA0ACKA8U. 

2 HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MAJfNtR. 

3.  HE  SETS  HXCH  STANDARDS  OP  PERFORMANCE. 

4.  HZ  ASSIGNS  l MEDIATE  SUBORDINATES  TO  SPECIFIC  TASKS. 

5.  HE  IS  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  KIS  SUBORDINATES . 

6.  HE  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  KIS  *CH  ON  AND  OFF  DUTY. 

7.  HE  TAKES  APPROPRIATE  ACTION  ON  HIS  OWN. 
b.  ht  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

Y . Kfc  CCMRimCATtS  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBCRD1HAI  ES . 
tO.  HT  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OP  HIS  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS  EXPECTED 
OF  THEM. 


% 


Company  Grade  Officer*'  View  of  Themselves 


t 


t am  Amourtwaii. 

5 IV!  VILLIW  TO  suffer  ffr  SIKXDIHATtS. 

j.  i rxntss  t.mtcik non  «hb»  a susotowATr  dots  a 
coub  j<*. 

! CWSCSIulTt  crraCTIVEl.V  KT><  iff  SUSCfcBIMATtS . 

S.  i«  TKCiencAU-Y  ccHPiTtvr  t'j  nnrt*“  my  dutu.s. 
t.  i set  Hi;.:  siAxcAsx  or  rf.rwjtA**.. 

’.  : Arf?'j«CH  lacs  task  is  a rasjilvt  hasstk. 

».  : TA«  AVPAoraiATt  ACTIJW  <M  Hf  OWN. 

/ I *>CV  m m AS®  THfTA  CA?A»IUT!Ei. 

v.  > *»  sraau  iwjKfcrj  or  m taut  mtuticb,  cow> 

AMI  SAi,  Lrom  AIL  tiKLirtSTA-SCES. 


F 


* 


Subordinates4  View  of  Company  Grade  Officers 


HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

2.  nr.  is  TF*:h"'c au.y  coKmnc  rn  pck?€rm  xties. 

J.  Ht  APPRaVCHtS  EACH  TASK  IN  a FfclTIVf.  MANNER 

**  ■ Hf  IS  WILLING  70  SUPPORT  KIS  5 LTJOP  £ t HAT  ES  . 

3.5.  Uf  COMMUNICATES  ffTfiCTUTLY  WfTK  HI*  fUHC.- ; f*  S 

5.5.  r?.  IS  EAS:  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

Ht  SETS  HIGH  STANDAfciPi  OT  Pt*Fi*HAMLt. 
a K>  ASSIGNS  IMMEDIATE  SUBORN!  NAT  tS  IG  C 1 1 1..  AV.l'S 
9 Ht  Sm  rHt  EXAMPLE  TOR  HIS  MfcM  ON  AND  '*T  L TV 
ht  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  HIS  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  : •• 
EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 


Company  Grade  Officers'  View  of  buoordinate.; 


HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  HU  DUTIES. 
2.  HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

).  HE  IS  WILLIE  TO  SUPPORT  KIS  SUBORDINATES . 

4.5.  Ht  KNOW?  IKS  A.N  AND  I HEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

4.5.  HE  SEES  THAT  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE  MATERIALS  THEY 
NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

C.  Ht  OFFERS  SEW  APPROACHES  TO  PROBLEMS. 

7.  HF.  / i EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

A.  HI  C'WMUNI CATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

9.  IF.  KEEPS  HF  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRUE  SITUATION,  COOO 

an:  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUMSTANCE. 

:L.  Ht  APPROACHES  FACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 


; iqijre  2 
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LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  THAT  SHOULD  BE  DONE  OR  DISPLAYED  MOST  OFTEN 


Superiors’  View  of  Company  Grads  Officers 


Company  Grade  Officers’  View  d Superiors 


ur  sets  kick  STvcwjtos  or  ntramtxt. 

M LETS  ",  at  ICXIEI5  Of  HIS  OKIT  OKU  WHAT  IJ 

truer  ed  or  ram. 

ta  sirs  nit  aAxm  rt*  his  hex  ok  xe  on  son 

HI  JT.EH  W IKEOOCD  or  TXE  T»Ul  S1TUAT1CX.  00® 
AXO  US.  U!B>a  ALL  CIKCUCTXKCtS . 

« is  TCuncAUr  coorrnrr  ro  rtxrcm  ms  dwiis 
hi  cortnncxTts  trrtcrivtLT  with  ms  jukcmikatcs. 
« AmoACKts  wCH  tasx  t»  a mxitivt  hajqcei. 

K1  OOWS  ItlS  wot  axd  the  la  uruiimu. 
nr  is  maxi  or  rat  state  or  his  tool's  hokali  ak> 
Dots  ALL  HE  CA*  ro  KALE  IT  HICK. 

Xt  IS  EAST  to  LHOCASTAJO. 


* IS  TtCWnCALLT  CttOtTWr  TO  MA/CTH  *15  Dt ITUS. 
ik  coroncATn  oTTcnvrur  with  as  s«*o*oiiuTts. 

1C  IS  EAST  TO  tSBJESSTA®. 

K£  SETS  ncx  STAJBA1LS  OT  FWOtMAlCt. 

IS  LETS  rat  IDKEXS  CT  IDS  t»lT  DKW  WHAT  It 
CAKLttS  or  THIX. 

tt  is  wiLLiie  to  strrro»T  ms  sitotoi kates. 

Kt  OSOKS  KtS  KDt  AXO  TKEIX  CAEAAILITIES . 

a is  AmoAOMtu. 

m AEfHQAOKZS  EACH  TASK  I*  A EOSITlVt  KASHA, 
ta  SETS  TKt  EXAXELE  ft*  HIS  W»  0*  A»  CTT  DOIT. 


Company  Grade  Off  icers’  View  of  Themselves 


t cowacATF  rrfecTi\TiY  with  kt  sutatctjuTc 

I AH  TTCKKJCALLY  CtWfTWT  TO  TtXTtKH  MT  aCTUS. 

I AM  EAST  70  WOQ15TAJ©, 

I UT  TW  KTHMA5  Of  KT  WIT  0*0 W WHAT  15  UrtCTED 
OF  7 MW. 

I Art  AmOtfHUU, 

I WOf  HT  HZ*  AXD  Dill*  CAFABIUTITS. 

I srr  HIGH  STAJ&UQ6  or  m/OKMUICt. 

: Arr*«cH  each  tas*  in  a rosirra  H/jmzx 

I AM  AUAtC  or  TW  >TATT  OF  KY  CNIT’i  FOUU.E  AMD 
DO  ALL  i CAN  TO  KAtt  IT  HIGH. 

I SCT  TH£  CXAMT-C  r«  MV  ^ CM  AJO  JTT  DUTY. 


Subordinates'  View  cf  Company  Grade  Officers 


Company  Grade  Officers’  View  cf  Subordinates 


*£  15  CAST  TO  fMOaSTAMO 

HI  COWOCICATCS  ClTCCTlVrLV  WITH  MIS  SUSCADXKATCS , 
w is  technically  ccwrTorr  to  rt*rc*K  mis  situs. 
HE  SCTS  KXCH  STAXUAXOS  OF  rUrO**VCZ 
hi  15  will  me  to  surra*  7 rfis  si*bo*d:  kates. 

H£  Wl n HIS  I® I AJO  TH£I*  CAFA3 1 LITITS . 

HI  IS  AmcttCHA&U. 

Yt  AfWGACHtS  CACH  TAS  A IS  A roSXTXVt  HAHM3L. 

Hf  IS  AUkkt  Of  tXZ  STATE  OF  Kt:  0*17 ’5  HOKAIX  AJO 
OOtS  Ail  si  CAT  TO  HA  12  IT  HICK 

HI  UTS  TKZ  MD® CMS  OF  HIS  0*1  T WOW  WHAT  IS 
cirtcrtt)  or  them. 


kz  is  TflcwiCAUY  ccwetot  to  fqksh  ms  Dents 

rt  SETS  KICK  STAJOAJLES  CT  TOrCNHANCt. 

ME  airs  Kt  IKFOKHtO  or  m TACt  SITUATION,  GOOD 
AJO  IAS.  OeiCt  ALL  ClItCtMJTAKCC . 

kz  ins  m rdsaats  or  his  unit  oka*  what  is 

tXftCTO  cr  THDfr 

Kt  ccwancATB  or bcti vily  with  his  $u*o*dijuto 
Kt  IS  EASY  TO  OOatSTAXD. 

kz  AmoAttes  lack  task  in  a rosin vt  majkx*. 

Kt  IS  AmOACHUU. 

Kt  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AJO  Dai*  CAFAllLITICS . 

Kt  SETS  TKt  OCAJCU  TOt  HIS  HOC  OR  AJ©  CTF  DtTTY. 


LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS  HAVINC  THE  HIGHEST  SHORTFALL 
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Superiors'  View  of  Company  Grade  Officers 


Comoany  Grade  Officers'  View  of  Superiors 


1.  * s ns  to  :t  that  rtoru.  woot  wx  wo**  up  to 

ran*  CAPABILITIES. 

2.  KZ  UTS  TKZ  ttXBEBS  CT  HIS  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS 

EXPECTED  CT  TXDt. 

).  * SETS  HICH  STAMDAAD6  Of  PWCBXANCf 

*4  HI  ESTABLISHES  AMD  HA  I XT  A IKS  A HICH  UVIL  Of 
DISCIPLINE. 

5 HI  CCKSnUCTIVXLY  CRITICIZES  POC*  PEZJCBMWCE 
6.  KI  IS  AWARE  Of  Tiff  STATE  OT  ICS  HUT'S  XC*AU  AND 
oats  ALL  KZ  CAM  TO  KAKZ  IT  KICH. 

7 HI  TRAINED  AJO  DEVELOPED  «S  SUKHDIKAIES 
a HI  HEPS  « INFORMED  or  THE  TRUE  SlTUATICf*,  COOD 
AXD  BAD.  UHDE*  ALL  CIKOWTAXCES 
V HE  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  EC*  HIS  MEM  CK  AMD  OFT  DUTY 
10  HI  KNOWS  HIS  HEM  AJO  THU*  CAPABILITIES 


l XZ  IS  TECHNICALLY  CCKTETOfT  TO  PTOCtM  E$  DCTWS. 

2.  K£  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  CT  IHJ  MIT'S  MCM12  US) 

Does  ALL  HZ  CAN  TO  HUX  IT  SCI. 

3.  kz  keeps  ke  motJCD  or  the  tus  sutmic*.  coco 

AKD  BAD.  UNDE*  AU  CIBCUCTAKCB . 

4.  KZ  SECS  TO  XT  THAT  PEOPLE  IXDCX  CX  V MX  UP  TO 

THEX*  CAPABILITIES. 

3 X*  CdfWI CATES  EFFECTIVELY  VXT1  HIS  SUBORDINATES . 
6.  HE  STAJOS  UP  TO*  HIS  SUBORDINATES  EVE*  TXOJCh  XT 
XAlXS  KIM  UNPOPULAR  WITH  HIS  SL7EBX3*. 

7 HE  **0WS  HIS  XT*  AMD  THEI1  CAPABILITIES. 

5.  RE  LETS  THE  7W3MZXS  Of  HIS  UNIT  WCJ  WHAT  IS 

EXPECTED  Of  THEX. 

9.  « CCKSTTUCTI VELY  CRITICIZES  P00«  PEXPCtXAMCL 

10.  HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 
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SuPordinates'  View  of  Company  Grade  Officers 

Company  Grade  Officers'  View  of  SuDordinates 

E 

: KL  IS  A-ARt  Of  Tffi  STATE  Of  HIS  WT  S h*A!I  AND 

i KT  SEES  TO  IT  TRAT  ?Eo?U  VWDtt  HIM  WORK  UP  TO 

| 

DOCS  ALL  HT  CAN  TO  MAD  IT  HICK 

7KEX*  CAPABILITIES. 

2 HI  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  Of  THE  TRLT  SIIUIIfB.  ZS>T> 

2 HL  Is  AWARE  OT  THE  STATE  CT  KIS  WIT’S  KCRALr  AJO 

r 

AND  BAD.  UNDO  ALL  C IRv-Y&TANLL: 

D0E<  ALL  K!  CAM  TO  MAXZ  IT  HX61. 

> 

) HI  S ns  TO  IT  THAT  PEOPLE  X*5  HIM  W0Si»  ? T-. 

J HT  SETS  KISH  MAJOARDS  OT  POFOOWURlE. 

Tiff! ft  CAPABILITIES. 

■ HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  Of  W$  UNIT  ESCfc  WHAT  IS 

if 

«.  ftt  C»(VN  HIS  *«M  AND  TKZ I*  CAPABILITIES. 

LX PECT ED  or  TKDt. 

► 

* HI  MANTo  ;p  10*  n*:  S:-»1*5:XATES  EVE*  TH^LH  .T 

5 HI  COKSniCriVELY  CRITICIZES  POO*  PZ2/CKMAMCE 

f 

XAttS  HIM  UNPOPLJUl  •IT1'  PIS  SUPER IC* 

RE  ESTABLISHES  AJO  MAI  FT  AIKS  A KICH  LEVEL  Of 

1 

t -0.  ESTABL. iHES  AMD  MAINTAINS  A hlUH  ..EVIL  OT 

DISCIPLINE 

% 

DISCIPLINE 

? HE  KEEPS  79  IRPORJCD  CT  THE  TIDE  SITUATION.  0000 

l 

Kl  TRAINED  AND  Dt  »tl  OP*  D HIS  SUBORDINATES 

AMD  BAT  UNDO  ALL  CIACIX3IAJCES . 

l 

3 Ht  ifXSUUfTI^lY  fllTrilfi  POCK  PfJfJDWCl 

* Hi  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  HIS  ME  * CM  AXD  UP  DUTY 

1 

9 Iff  UTS  T«  MU«IRS  “I*  v’MT  *3KV  WHAT  IS 

» HE  TRAINED  AKD  DEV^oPUJ  HIS  SUSCKDIIUTES 

} 

EXPU*?D  '*  THOI. 

5 -»  HE  APPBOAC HE'  EACH  TASK  IK  A POSITIVE  KAMNEX 

1 

I . rj  .BfTUNI-AT Lj  trEH  71  ft'.  . 1 ll^nOIXAl  t . 

c 

N«B**H*  *hortIU.  ?«fi*:r«  i-  &•  p«rt 

it  «Leui4  M. 

DISCUSSION 


The  preceding  four  figures  are  direct  answers  to  the  eight  questions 
listed  in  the  introduction.  These  answers  are  based  on  averages  of  large 
groups  of  individuals  in  many  different  jobs  throughout  the  Army  and  do  not 
fit  any  one  single  Company  Grade  Officer  precisely.  The  questions  and  the 
answers,  however,  should  be  an  adequate  guide  and  starting  point  for  a 
Company  Grade  Officer  in  examining  his  own  leadership  or  in  developing  that 
of  his  subordinates, 

Superior-Subordinate  Roles. 

In  Monographs  0 3 and  4 dealing  with  Junior  NCO  and  Senior  NCO  leader- 
ship, it  was  noted  chat  there  was  a marked  similarity  between  the  views 
that  subordinates  held  of  NCOs  and  the  views  that  the  NCOS  held  of  their 
superiors.  The  same  similarity  existed  between  the  superior's  view  of  the 
NCOs  and  the  NCO's  view  of  their  subordinates.  Within  the  Company  Grade 
Officer  module,  this  similarity  between  groi’os  in  comparable  roles  is  much 
less  noticeable,  although  still  present  to  some  extent. 

This  difference  may  result  from  the  leader-conmander  distinction 
mentioned  in  the  introduction.  Essentially  subordinates  of  Company  Grade 
Officers  locking  up  at  their  superior  are  viewing  a "leader,"  while  Company 
Grade  Officers  looking  at  their  own  superior  are  viewing  a "conmander." 

To  the  extent  that  this  distinction  is  perceived  by  those  involved,  a 
difference  in  expectations  would  be  predictable. 

Shortfalls  in  Company  Grade  Officer  Leadership. 

Both  Company  Grade  Officers  and  their  superiors  agree  that  the  greatest 
shortfall  in  Company  Grade  Officer  leadership  is  "seeing  to  it  that  people 
under  him  work  up  to  their  capabilities."  Even  subordinates,  who  might  .. 
expected  to  be  less  concerned  with  such  directly  task-oriented,  see  this 
as  the  third  largest  Company  Grade  Officer  shortfall.  The  shortfall  in 
this  particular  behavior  strongly  substantiates  that  time-proven  verity  of 
basic  Army  leadership  which  stresses,  "Know  Your  Men."  It  says.  In  effect, 
that  the  Company  Grade  Officer  should  put  far  more  time  and  effort  into 
knowing  in  detail  the  characteristics  and  capabilities  of  each  subordinate. 
There  is  much  latent  potential  there,  untapped  and  unused,  perhaps  because 
personnel  turbulence  or  a multitude  of  other  requirements  drain  away  the 
Company  Grade  Officer's  precious  reserves  of  time. 

In  the  list  of  ten  greatest  Company  Grade  Officer  shortfalls  as  seen 
by  Company  Grade  Officers  themselves,  three  behaviors  are  listed  which  do 
not  appear  on  either  the  superiors'  or  subordinates'  lists.  These 
behaviors  are  "I  am  easy  to  understand,"  "I  am  selfish,"  and  "I  am  technically 
competent  to  perform  my  duties."  Since  neither  superiors  nor  subordinates 
see  these  as  particularly  significant  shortfalls,  this  would  indicate  chat 
these  three  areas  are  probably  not  as  great  a source  of  problems  as  Company 
Grade  Officers  believe  them  to  be. 
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The  superiors'  list  and  the  subordinate* ' list  of  Company  Grade  Officer 
shortfalls  each  contain  only  one  behavior  which  is  unique.  For  superiors, 
this  behavior  is  "he  sets  the  example  for  his  men  on  and  off  duty"  and  for 
the  subordinates  the  unique  shortfall  is  "he  stands  up  for  his  subordinates 
even  though  it  makes  him  unpopular  with  his  superior."  The  minimum  amount 
of  uniqueness  illustrates  well  that  the  Company  Grade  Officer  is  not  subject 
to  the  widely  divergent  expectations  on  the  part  of  his  superiors  and 
subordinates  which  were  found  for  Senior  KCOs  (see  Monograph  # 4,  Senior 
NCO  leadership) . 

Superiors  and  subordinates  of  Company  Grade  Officers  agree  on  only 
three  leadership  shortfalls  which  do  not  appear  on  the  Company  Grade 
Officers'  own  list.  These  shortfalls  are,  "he  trained  and  developed  his 
subordinates,"  "he  keeps  me  informed  of  the  true  situation,  good  or  bad, 
under  all  circumstances,"  and  "he  constructively  criticizes  poor  perfcv  ' oce." 
Obviously,  these  are  potential  leadership  problem  areas,  especially  difficult 
to  solve  because  they  are  not  seen  as  significant  by  the  Company  Grade 
Officers.  However,  with  the  exception  of  these  three  behaviors,  it  appears, 
that  Company  Grade  Officers  are  relatively  aware  of  the  shortfalls  they  do 
have.  This  would  tend  to  substantiate  the  finding  from  the  original 
Leadership  for  ti.e  1970 ' s study  that  Company  Grade  Officer  leadership  is  in 
comparatively  good  shape. 
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ANNEX  A 

43  LEADERSHIP  BEHAVIORS 


HE  LETS  THE  MEMBERS  OF  H£S  UNIT  KNOW  WHAT  IS  EXPECTED  OF  THEM. 

HE  IS  EASY  TO  UNDERSTAND. 

HE  TRAINED  AND  DEVELOPED  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

HE  EXPRESSES  APPRECIATION  WHEN  A SUBORDINATE  DOES  A GOOD  JOE. 

HE  IS  WILLING  TO  MAKE  CHANGES  IN  WAYS  OF  DOING  THINGS. 

HE  TAKES  APPROPRIATE  ACTION  ON  HIS  OWN. 

HE  IS  THOUGHFUL  AND  CONSIDERATE  OF  OTHERS. 

HE  OFFERS  NEW  APPROACHES  TO  PROBLEMS. 

HE  COUNSELS  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

HE  SETS  HIGH  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

HE  IS  TECHNICALLY  COMPETENT  TO  PERFORM  hIS  DUTIES. 

HE  APPROACHES  EACH  TASK  IN  A POSITIVE  MANNER. 

HE  CONSTRUCTIVELY  CRITICIZES  POOR  PERFORMANCE. 

HE  ASSIGNS  IMMEDIATE  SUBORDINATES  TO  SPECIFIC  TASKS. 

HE  IS  WILLING  TO  SUPPORT  hIS  SUBORDINATES. 

HE  KNOWS  HIS  MEN  AND  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

HE  IS  APPROACHABLE. 

HE  GIVES  DETAILED  INSTRUCTIONS  ON  HOW  THE  JOB  SHOULD  BE  DONE. 

HE  STANDS  UP  FOR  HIS  SUBORDINATES  EVEN  THOUGH  IT  MAKES  HIM  UNPOPULAR  WITH 
HIS  SUPERIOR 

HE  LETS  SUBORDINATES  SHARE  IN  DECISION  MAKING. 

HE  CRITICIZES  A SPECIFIC  ACT  RATHER  THAN  AN  INDIVIDUAL. 

HE  SEES  THAT  SUBORDINATES  HAVE  THE  MATERIALS  THEY  NEED  TO  WORK  WITH. 

HE  RESISTS  CHANGES  IN  WAYS  OF  DOING  THINGS. 

HE  REWARDS  INDIVIDUALS  FOR  A J 3 WELL  DONE. 

HE  SEEKS  ADDITIONAL  AND  MORE  'IPORTANT  RESPONSIBILITIES. 

HE  MAKES  IT  DIFFICULT  FOR  HIS  SUBORDINATES  TO  USE  INITIATIVE. 

HE  SEES  TO  IT  THAT  PEOPLE  JNDER  HIM  WORK  UP  TO  THEIR  CAPABILITIES. 

HE  CRITICIZES  SUBORDINATES  IN  FRONT  OF  OTHERS. 

HE  IS  AWARE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  HIS  UNIT'S  MORALE  AND  DOES  ALL  HE  CAN  TO 
MAKE  IT  HICH. 

HE  IS  SELFISH. 

HE  KEEPS  ME  INFORMED  OF  THE  TRU  SITUATION,  GOOD  AND  BAD,  UNDER  ALL  CIRCUM- 
STANCES 

HE  TREATS  PEOPLE  IN  AN  IMPERSONAL  MANNER— LIKE  COGS  IN  A MACHINE. 

HE  DISTORTS  REPORTS  TO  MAKE  HIS  UNIT  LOOK  BETTER. 

HE  BACKS  UP  SUBORDINATES  IN  THEIR  ACTIONS. 

HE  COMMUNICATES  EFFECTIVELY  WITH  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

HE  EXPLAINS  THE  REASON  FOR  HIS  ACTIONS  TO  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

HE  ESTABLISHES  AND  MAINTAINS  A HIGH  LEVEL  OF  DISCIPLINE. 

HE  DRAWS  A DEFINITE  LINE  BETWEEN  HIMSELF  AND  HIS  SUBORDINATES. 

hL  IS  OVERLY  AMBITIOUS  AT  THE  EXPENSE  OF  HIS  SUBORDINATES  AND  HIS  UNIT. 

HE  SETS  THE  EXAMPLE  FOR  HIS  MEN  ON  AND  OFF  DUTY. 

HE  FAILS  TO  SHOW  AN  APPRECIATION  FOR  PRIORITIES  OF  WORK. 

HE  DAMANDS  RESULTS  ON  TIME  WITHOUT  CONSIDERING  THE  CAPABILITIES  AND 
WELFARE  OF  HIS  UNIT. 

HE  HESITATES  TO  TAKE  ACTION  IN  THE  ABSENCE  OF  INSTRUCTIONS. 
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MAILING  LIST  UPDATE 


Request  all  addressees  assist  us  in  the  attempt  to  update  crur  mailing 
list  by  completing  the  following  questionnaire  and  returning  it  to  the 
address  indicated. 


DATE 


Commander 

U.  S.  Army  Administration  Center 

ATTN:  ATCP-HR-M 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana  46249 


1.  Please  continue  to  send  copies  of  the  monograph  series  to 

this  address.  The  address  label  taped  below  is  correct. 


I d 


2.  Please  -mtinue  to  send  us  the  monograph  series.  However, 

our  address  should  s corrected  as  follows. 


.vl 


3.  Please  remove  us  from  your  mailing  list. 


4.  Remarks: 


NAME: 


POSITION: 


ORGANIZATION^ 


ADDRESS: 


(o  -/ 
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